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ABSTRACT 
Vernita Williams, THE IMPACT OF LITERACY INTERVENTION ON ACADEMIC 
PERFORMANCE OF THIRD GRADE AT-RISK STUDENTS (Under the direction of Dr. 
William Rouse, Jr.). Department of Educational Leadership, November 2015. 
 
 Third grade at-risk students in Wilson County Schools, Wilson, NC continuously perform 
below the state average on the North Carolina Third Grade Reading End-of-Grade test. Leaders 
in the Wilson County Schools school district implemented a literacy pull-out intervention 
program for third grade at-risk students as a strategy to improve reading proficiency for third 
grade at-risk students. This evaluation determined the impact of the literacy pull-out intervention 
program on academic performance of third grade at-risk students. Data results from both 
qualitative and quantitative sources were analyzed to determine the impact of the program. 
 This study revealed that the literacy pull-out intervention program did not impact student 
proficiency on the North Carolina Third Grade Reading End-of-Grade test, but the program did 
impact student growth in reading for the at-risk students.  
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 CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
The United States is failing to create highly literate, college and career ready adults with 
literacy skills that will make them great candidates to compete and fill jobs in the new global 
knowledge economy (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 2010). Literacy is important to the 
economic growth of a nation and to the individual success of people (Reardon, 2012), but United 
States schools are not graduating students who are proficient in literacy (Goldman, 2012). Public 
school educators experience this phenomenon daily as they are challenged with the task of 
educating the youth of the United States. An illiterate society creates many obstacles for the 
United States whereas a literate society has many benefits. A literate society “contributes to a 
nation’s productivity and competitiveness, builds community capacity to effect and manage 
change, supports healthy lifestyles, and assists in maintaining cultural values” (Foster & Beddie, 
2005, p. 2). A society that is literate also has many economic benefits in the workplace (Foster & 
Beddie, 2005). Some of the economic benefits in the workplace are:  
• Increased output of products and services 
• Reduced error rate 
• Reduced waste in production and services 
• Increased employee retention 
• Better performance of workers 
• Improved quality and life of the workers 
• Improved capacity of workers to cope with change in the workplace (Foster & 
Beddie, 2005).
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An individual’s level of education is essential to the business industry and the 
individual’s lifestyle. The labor force is contingent upon moderate to high literacy skills of 
workers for the company to be profitable (Black, 2002). According to Boeriswati (2012), literacy 
is defined as “the ability to use, understand, and create the discourse which is read and 
communicated flexibly in different situations” (p. 650). The lack of literacy among citizens costs 
the United States’ business industry billions of dollars in productivity, and restricts the workers 
from having the ability to adapt to new technology and practices in the workplace (Black, 2002). 
This additional cost is passed down to consumers which indirectly costs citizens more than $10 
billion per year (Brown, 2012; Fagan, 1990). These additional costs have a greater impact on 
citizens with college degrees than citizens who do not have a college degree. Thus, citizens with 
a college degree pay more federal individual income taxes, support members of the penal system 
and assist citizens who live in poverty (Mingle, Chalous, & Birkes, 2005; Kirsh, 1993). As the 
educational level of an individual increases, the earnings of that individual increases as well 
(Comings, Reader, & Sum, 2001). An individual must have increased levels of education and a 
high level of literacy to obtain adequate income to support a family (Comings et al., 2001). 
Individuals with lower levels of education are likely to earn lower wages, be unemployed, and 
have health problems that impact their longevity and economic well-being (Foster, 2012). Low 
literacy skills of workers also impact profits, productivity and employee turnover and safety of a 
business (Hartley & Horne, 2005). 
Economists predict that by the year 2018, 63% of jobs will require postsecondary 
education (Foster, 2012). The United States must increase the education level of workers to meet 
the demands of a higher-skilled workforce (Foster, 2012). If the education level of workers does 
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not increase, the labor force will face a shortage of at least three million workers because low-
skilled level jobs are disappearing (Comings et al., 2001; Foster, 2012).  
Literacy in a nation is important for the economic growth and development of that nation 
(Black, 2002). Lack of literacy costs the United States billions of dollars each year in 
productivity and has negative implications for the nation (Black, 2002). Workers must be able to 
solve problems and have the willingness and ability to continually learn new skills (Weiner, 
2011). Lack of literacy also costs the United States taxpayer billions of dollars each year (Brown, 
2012; Fagan, 1990). Forty-three percent of American people with the lowest literacy skills live in 
poverty; 17% receive food assistance, and 70% have no job or have a part-time job (Kirsch, 
1993). Taxpaying citizens absorb some of the cost for assisting those citizens who live in poverty 
and/or the citizens who require assistance with purchasing food by paying more money in federal 
individual income taxes (Kirsch, 1993). Additionally, more than 60% of all prison inmates are 
illiterate and cost taxpayers about $25,000 per inmate each year and about $50,000 per juvenile 
in the penal system each year (Kirsch, 1993). 
To help alleviate this problem, it is essential for the United States K-12 school system to 
ensure all students can read and comprehend what they read. Reading is a fundamental skill 
needed in the workforce because employers need a workforce that has the ability and willingness 
to continually learn new skills (Goldman, 2012; Weiner, 2011). However, the United States 
educational system is challenged to improve the reading and writing skills of its young children 
(Goldman, 2012). United States schools are graduating students who are not prepared for the 
literacy demands of the 21st century (Goldman, 2012). These students are at a disadvantage 
because the workforce requires advanced skills and the ability to apply knowledge in a variety of 
circumstances (Ott, 2001). Even entry-level jobs require workers who can read at a ninth-grade 
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level or higher; analyze problems, determine the cause, and solve the problem; work well with a 
diverse group; communicate effectively in writing and speaking; and use computers proficiently 
(Ott, 2001). This creates a problem for United States businesses because almost 10% of 
seventeen-year-old students read on the level of a nine-year-old student (Reardon, 2012). 
High literacy skills are required for citizens to manage everyday life (Comings et al., 
2001). To build capacity in the community, citizens must be able to make educated decisions 
about their health care, finances, and retirement (Comings et al., 2001). Education increases 
income, supports healthy lifestyles, increases problem-solving abilities, and changes values that 
support good health (Comings et al., 2001). Literacy helps individuals understand and access 
information about health and specific treatments to manage and control chronic diseases, 
understand how the nation’s economic system works, understand choices and monitor the 
performance of their investments (Comings et al., 2001). These skills are all beneficial to the 
economic growth of the nation.  
Importance of Reading 
 
Students who do not learn to read fluently and with comprehension will have difficulty 
with academic success, financial stability, the ability to find satisfying work, personal autonomy, 
and self-esteem (McPike, 2007). Children first learn to recognize words, pronounce them 
correctly, and read with fluency, and then they transition to reading to learn content (Goldman, 
2012). Many children need specific instructions to learn the skill of reading and do not transition 
from learning to read to reading to learn until the fourth grade (Goldman, 2012). Students are 
then expected to read for learning using the content areas to understand text (Goldman, 2012). In 
the primary grades (K-2), students read texts that contain words they know and the content is 
about topics that interest them. The students are only expected to retell the story and recite what 
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they have read. Comprehension is not based on what the students understand about the story or 
topic, it is only based on whether the student can regurgitate what they have read. Once students 
reach third grade, they are expected to learn new words, summarize, critique and interpret what 
they have read (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 2010). According to the Education 
Commission of the States (2011), students not reaching proficiency in reading at the end of third 
grade are more at- risk of being high school dropouts compared to students who are at grade 
level in third grade (McPike, 2011). 
Additionally, students from low socio-economic backgrounds tend to perform 
significantly lower in reading than students from higher socio-economic backgrounds (Teale & 
Gambrell, 2007). There is a strong relationship between literacy and socio-economic status of 
students and adults in education and employment (Arnbak, 2004). Individuals from a low 
socioeconomic status are likely to earn lower wages, be unemployed, and have health problems 
that impact their longevity and economic well-being (Foster, 2012). Individuals from a high 
socioeconomic status earn more in wages and have adequate income to support a family 
(Comings et al., 2001). Socioeconomic status can be defined as “the relative position of 
individuals or families within a hierarchical social structure, based on access to, or control over, 
wealth, prestige, and power” (Caro, 2009, p. 559). Academic failure of students from low socio-
economic backgrounds tend to worsen as students get older because these students are more 
prone to drop out of school due to academic failure during their early school years of education 
(Caro, 2009). As adults, these students are less likely to be successful in the  labor market and 
are less likely to pursue a post-secondary education (Caro, 2009). 
The impact of inadequate education of poor students dates back to 1965 when the federal 
government made an effort to improve the education of poor children (Schugurensky, 2001). 
6 
 
President Lyndon Johnson advocated for the passage of a bill to improve education for poor 
students in 1965 (Teale & Gambrell, 2007). President Johnson said that the Elementary and 
Secondary School Act would help “poor families overcome their greatest barrier to progress: 
poverty” (Teale & Gambrell, 2007, p. 1). The federal government continues to revamp, overhaul 
or create education bills in an effort to improve literacy skills of students from low socio-
economic backgrounds (Groen, 2012). There was the War on Poverty in the 1960s, which made 
dramatic and lasting changes in education and is continuing to make an impact on American 
educational institutions today in terms of curriculum and assessment practices (Groen, 2012). 
The publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983 to the development of the National Educational 
Goals report, Building a Nation of Learners in 1993, to America 2000, and the passage of Goals 
2000 are a series of events that kept the government involved in improving the education of 
students from low socio-economic backgrounds (Groen, 2012). In 1994, President Bill Clinton 
signed the Educate America Act which contained standards-based reforms but lacked the 
sanctions of No Child Left Behind (Groen, 2012). The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is the 
historic reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary School Act (ESEA), and was signed 
into law by President George W. Bush. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 provided the 
structure to institutionalize and solidify permanent changes in curriculum and accountability 
(Groen, 2012). With all the education reforms implemented by the federal government to 
improve the educational needs of students with low socioeconomic status, there has not been a 
significant increase in academic achievement of these students (Guisbond, Neill, & Shaeffer, 
2012). 
The United States has implemented laws and reforms to increase literacy of students from 
low socioeconomic backgrounds, but these students continue to perform poorly in reading 
7 
 
(Guisbond et al., 2012). The federal government gives money to schools and school districts to 
provide professional development to improve teacher effectiveness, purchase needed resources, 
and boost parental involvement in an effort to improve student achievement for at-risk students 
(Esch, Koppich, & Seder, 2011). However, students from the higher socioeconomic class 
continue to outperform the students in the lower socioeconomic class (Teale & Gambrell, 2007).  
There has been so much focus on improving the reading skills of students with low 
socioeconomic backgrounds; however, these students continue to perform poorly in reading 
(Guisbond et al., 2012). There are many speculations why these students continue to struggle 
with reading. Some of these speculations are as follows: 
1. Teachers do not have high expectations of at-risk students (Timperley & Phillips, 
2003). 
2. Home-school disconnect (Teale & Gambrell, 2007). 
3. Lack of adequate teacher preparation (Teale & Gambrell, 2007). 
4. Inadequate funding for poor elementary schools (Teale & Gambrell, 2007). 
Teacher Expectations 
Teacher expectation is considered to be an important factor in student success (Hinnant, 
O’Brien, & Ghazarian, 2009). Academically, students perform as good or as bad as the teacher 
expects them to perform (Sorhagen, 2013). Teacher expectations effect students from low-
income families, minority students, and students who are low achievers more than students who 
have a high socioeconomic status (Sorhagen, 2013). Teachers may base their expectation of a 
student’s academic ability on the student’s racial or ethnic appearance without realizing they 
have stereotyped the student (DeCastro-Ambrosetti & Cho, 2011). Teachers may have low 
expectations of minority students and students from low socioeconomic backgrounds because of 
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the teacher’s personality, socializing experiences, prejudices, and cultural deficit theories 
(DeCastro-Ambrosetti & Cho, 2011).  
In a study conducted by Hinnant et al. (2009), it was found that at-risk students and 
minority boys tend to have low performance in reading when the teacher underestimates the 
student’s ability to learn (Hinnant et al., 2009). Interactions between teachers and low 
performing students are usually not as positive as interactions between teachers and high 
performing students (Archambault, Janosz, & Chouinard, 2012). Teachers do not expect as much 
from low performing students and do not believe the students can learn. The students become 
less interested and less engaged in school which causes them to continue to have low 
performance or maybe even drop out of school (Archambault et al., 2012). 
Home-School Disconnect 
 Parental support is the most important factor in student success (Collin-Hansen, 2012). 
Reglin, Cameron, and Losike-Sedimo conducted a research study during the years of 2006-2010, 
in which they chose 60 at-risk students who did not pass the End-of-Grade test in reading. All 60 
students were administered a released version of the End-of-Grade reading test. The researchers 
chose 30 of the 60 students to be the experimental group and the other 30 students served as the 
comparison group. The parents of the experimental group were also administered the released 
form of the End-of-Grade reading test. The students in the experimental group scored better on 
the released form of the End-of-Grade reading test due to parent participation (Reglin & Losike-
Sedimo, 2012). “The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of a parent support 
reading (PSR), intervention on increasing the reading comprehension scores of …students”. 
(Reglin, Cameron, & Losike-Sedimo, 2012, p. 18). 
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Lack of Teacher Preparedness 
 Teacher preparation has a greater impact on student achievement than class size or school 
spending (Beare, Marshall, Torgerson, Tracz, & Chiero, 2012). Colleges and departments of 
education must do a better job of preparing our teachers for teaching in the 21st century (Beare et 
al., 2012). Teacher education programs do not teach teachers how to teach literacy but rather 
focus on theories of education (Bainbridge & Macy, 2008). Colleges and universities should 
provide student teachers with opportunities to be engaged in intensive direct teaching of basic 
literacy skills (Bainbridge & Macy, 2008). Many teachers do not understand how to teach the 
basics of reading, phonological awareness and phonics, well enough to provide interventions to 
students who perform poorly in reading or provide explicit instruction to meet the needs of 
students (Al Otaiba & Lake, 2007).  
 Teachers need professional development in understanding phonological awareness, 
phonics, fluency, vocabulary and higher order comprehension skills to teach reading effectively 
(Al Otaiba & Lake, 2007). Learning to teach reading is a long process that requires effective 
professional development, but it can be learned (Al Otaiba & Lake, 2007). The professional 
development should demonstrate a clear rationale for implementing the new practice, provide 
evidence-based curricular materials, and ensure feedback and support for the new practice (Al 
Otaiba & Lake, 2007). 
Inadequate Funding for Poor Schools 
 The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) provides extra funds to schools 
that have poor, high-minority populations in an effort to improve student achievement, but 
pockets of these poor, high-minority schools continue to fail (Lachlan-Hache, Naik & Casserly, 
2012). The allocation of more money to schools does not necessarily mean student achievement 
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will improve (Maglakelidze, Giorgobiani & Shukakidze, 2013). Unless there is “sufficient school 
funding, fairly distributed to districts to address concentrated poverty”, improved student 
achievement cannot be achieved (Baker, Sciarra, Farrie & Education Law, 2012, p. 1). To meet 
the needs of the at-risk student population, states must “provide a sufficient level of funding, 
fairly distributed in relation to student and school needs” (Baker et al., 2012, p. 1). Student-based 
allocation is an equitable method of distributing funds based on student and school needs rather 
than staff needs (Roza & Simburg, 2013). Per student funding is based on student poverty level 
which allows more funds for students from lower socioeconomic families (Roza & Simburg, 
2013). 
Common Core Standards 
In an effort to continue increasing student learning and student achievement in the K-12 
education system, many states are pursuing education reforms (Wat, 2012). Most states have 
gravitated toward the Common Core State Standards in an effort to ensure that all students are 
prepared with the knowledge and skills that are necessary for them to compete with their peers as 
well as students in other countries (Common Core State Standards Initiative: Preparing 
America's Students For College & Career, 2012). Forty-five states and the District of Columbia 
have adopted the Common Core State Standards which focuses on building comprehension skills 
as students are promoted to the next grade (Wat, 2012). The Common Core State Standards is an 
ambitious effort to improve teaching and learning in the K-12 field of education (Brown & 
Kappes, 2012). Common Core State Standards allow teachers to teach students to solve complex 
problems, construct sound arguments, and communicate ideas and analyses through speaking 
and writing (Brown & Kappes, 2012). With the adoption of the Common Core Standards, North 
Carolina educators and leaders believe that North Carolina is on the “right track” to creating 
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effective schools and improving schools performance (Common Core State Standards Initiative: 
Preparing America's Students For College & Career, 2012). The English Language Arts 
standards build on literacy skills that students need for college, career, and life (Common Core 
State Standards Initiative: Preparing America's Students For College & Career, 2012). The 
standards “include critical-thinking skills and the ability to closely and attentively read texts in a 
way that will help students understand and enjoy complex works of literature. Students will learn 
to use cogent reasoning and evidence collection skills that are essential for success in college, 
career, and life” (Common Core State Standards Initiative: Preparing America's Students For 
College & Career, 2012). The English Language Arts standards promote critical-thinking, 
problem-solving, and analytical skills so students will be prepared for life in the 21st century 
(Common Core State Standards Initiative: Preparing America's Students For College & Career, 
2012). 
Literacy Interventions 
 
 School districts across the nation have implemented interventions in an effort to increase 
literacy skills of their students (Cohen & Bhatt, 2011). Most of those interventions focus on 
students who are at-risk of not being proficient in literacy (Cohen & Bhatt, 2011). To be 
effective, interventions should be specific and explicit to meet the individual needs of the student 
(Metcalf, 2014). As a method to ensure specific student needs are being met, a universal screener 
should be administered to determine which interventions are needed to improve the students’ 
literacy skills (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). A universal screener is an assessment tool that targets 
students who are at risk of failure even when they are provided a research-based general 
education (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). Once data is collected from the universal screener, research-
based interventions should be administered to improve the literacy skills of at-risk students 
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(Hughes & Dexter, 2011). There are many types of research based interventions, such as 
Reading Recovery, Reading Mastery, and Corrective Reading that are used to increase the 
literary skills of students. Within those programs, strategies such as pull-out or inclusion are used 
as a means of increasing the literacy skills of students. Reading interventions are defined as “a 
program, supplementary to an existing literacy curriculum that is provided to students for the 
primary purpose of increasing reading levels. Such programs can be administered both in and out 
of the traditional classroom environment” (Abari, 2014, p. 1). Reading interventions must be 
intensive, focused on the skills in which the student has not mastered, and the interventions must 
be administered efficiently so the student can catch up to his or her peers academically (Metcalf, 
2014). Interventions must be explicit, focused on critical content that is highly organized, and 
provide frequent opportunities for student response and practice (Metcalf, 2014). 
Inclusion as an Intervention Strategy 
Inclusion may be defined as “belonging, participating, and reaching one’s full potential in 
a diverse society” (Odom, Buysse, & Soukakow, 2011, p. 347). School districts and educators 
often misunderstand or abuse inclusion (Costley, 2013). Many educators know very little about 
the philosophy and goals of inclusion, nor do they know how to implement and maintain the 
practice of inclusion (Costley, 2013). In the K-12 educational setting, inclusion is a joint venture 
between two teachers who coordinate and deliver substantive instruction, and both play an active 
role in delivery of that instruction to students (Costley, 2013). Inclusion implements instructional 
strategies that engage all students in ways that are not possible when only one teacher is present 
(Costley, 2013). Classroom teachers in inclusion classrooms must look at each student as a 
unique individual (Chidindi, 2012). Inclusion can be successful if school leaders and teachers 
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deliberately seek a shared commitment to develop and strengthen an inclusion environment 
(McMaster, 2013). Schools that have a culture of inclusion have the following criteria: 
• An uncompromising commitment and belief in inclusion; 
• differences among students and staff perceived as a resource; 
• teaming and a collaborative interaction style among staff and children; 
• willingness of staff to struggle to sustain practice; 
• inclusion understood as a social/political issue; and 
• a commitment to inclusive ideals communicated across the school and into the 
community (McMaster, 2013, p. 5). 
Pull-Out as an Intervention Strategy 
Literacy pull-out intervention may be defined as, when a student receives help in a 
subject outside of his or her regular classroom (Hedrick & Pearish, 1999). Some educators are 
not fond of pull-out programs because many have not produced promising results, but there are 
some pull-out programs that have had some success with improving the reading skills of at-risk 
students (Hedrick & Pearish, 1999) .Other educators are concerned about pull-out programs 
because students miss instruction with their peers, and the interventions are not an extension of 
what is being taught in the classroom (Hedrick & Pearish, 1999). Furthermore, there are 
intervention programs that exist within the pull-out strategy. For example, Reading Recovery, 
Corrective Reading, and Reading Mastery are pull-out intervention programs that are used to 
improve reading skills of at-risk students. 
Reading Recovery is a pull-out program that has proven success for at-risk first grade 
students (Hedrick & Pearish, 1999).The goals of Reading Recovery are “to promote literacy 
skills, reduce the number of first-grade students who are struggling to read, and prevent long-
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term reading difficulties” (Clearinghouse, 2008, p. 1). Reading Recovery is an intervention that 
is delivered one-on-one or in small groups of no more than six students. The Reading Recovery 
program is designed to serve those first grade students who score within the bottom 20% on the 
universal screener, the Observation Survey (Clearinghouse, 2008).The program is designed to 
last 15-20 weeks for each student. Students should be on grade level in reading once they have 
completed the program. What Works Clearinghouse conducted research to determine the 
effectiveness of Reading Recovery. The results revealed that students who were served in 
Reading Recovery had positive effects in alphabetic and general reading and potentially positive 
effects in fluency and comprehension (Clearinghouse, 2008).  
Corrective Reading and Reading Mastery are also pull-out programs that are designed to 
help improve reading skills of struggling readers. Corrective Reading is an intervention program 
that targets decoding skills and reading fluency for students in grades 4-12 (Clearinghouse, 
Corrective Reading. What Works Clearinghouse Intervention Report, 2010). What Works 
Clearinghouse found that Corrective Reading had little effect on improving alphabetics, reading 
fluency and comprehension skills of students (Clearinghouse, Corrective Reading. What Works 
Clearinghouse Intervention Report, 2007a; Clearinghouse, Corrective Reading. What Works 
Clearinghouse Intervention Report, 2010). In 2006, What Works Clearinghouse reported that 
Reading Mastery was effective for all K-6 students who were not at their expected reading level 
for their grade but in 2013, What Works Clearinghouse could not determine the effectiveness or 
ineffectiveness of Reading Mastery because there were not enough research based studies about 
Reading Mastery that met What Works Clearinghouse evidence standards (Clearinghouse, 
Reading Mastery/SRA/McGraw-Hill, 2006a; Clearinghouse, What Works Clearinghouse. 
Reading Mastery. Revised. What Works Clearinghouse Intervention Report, 2013b). 
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Pull-out interventions have had some success with improving literacy skills of at-risk 
students. Although pull-out interventions have had some success, some educators do not approve 
of pull-out interventions because students miss classroom instruction and the interventions are 
not an extension of what is being taught in the classroom. Reading Recovery is a pull-out 
intervention that has had proven results for at-risk students, but Corrective Reading and Reading 
Mastery have not had similar results. 
Problem Statement 
 Third grade at-risk students in Wilson County are not reading at or above grade level at 
the end of their respective third grade academic year on the North Carolina Third Grade Reading 
End-of-Grade test. 
Problem of Practice 
Year after year, the third grade at-risk students in Wilson County perform below the state 
average on the NC End-of-Grade Reading test. In an effort to increase state assessment 
proficiency scores in reading, the Wilson County school district implemented a literacy pull-out 
intervention for 3rd grade students who are at risk of not being proficient in reading on the North 
Carolina Reading End-of-Grade test. The Education Commission of the States report that if 
students are not proficient in reading by the end of third grade, those students are more at-risk of 
becoming high school dropouts, are at greater risk of having lower academic success, will have 
financial instability and low self-esteem (McPike, 2007). The Wilson County school district 
strives to produce productive, citizens who are able to compete in a global society. However, that 
goal can only be accomplished if the students have the ability to read and comprehend what is 
read, and apply that knowledge to real world applications. More precisely, Wilson County 
Schools must produce students who are literate.  
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Wilson County is a small rural county located in eastern North Carolina. Wilson County 
has fourteen elementary schools (nine participated in the literacy pull-out intervention program), 
six middle schools, three high schools, one early college and one alternative school. All of the 
elementary schools except one are Title I schools, two of the middle schools are Title I and none 
of the high schools are labeled as Title I. There are approximately 12,500 students in the school 
district. Of the 12,500 students, 63.37% of the students are labeled as economically 
disadvantaged. The economically disadvantaged students continue to have lower proficiency 
scores in reading on North Carolina state assessments than other students in the district. 
The Wilson County School district continues to use literacy pull-out as an intervention to 
improve reading proficiency for at-risk 3rd grade students, but those students continue to perform 
poorly on state end-of- grade assessments. The students are pulled from the regular classroom to 
receive small-group instruction with the intention of improving fluency and comprehension 
which will hopefully, improve literacy for the students. Results of Wilson County state 
assessment data for the 2009 – 2014 academic school years are presented in Figure 1. 
The data from Figure 1 and Figure 2 show that for the past 5 years, less than 60% of 3rd 
grade disadvantaged students in Wilson County Schools are proficient in reading according to 
North Carolina state standards. The data also reveal that disadvantaged students in Wilson 
County continuously score below the state average in reading (see Figures 1 and Figure 2). 
Wilson County revamped the literacy pull-out program that was implemented years ago to 
increase the literacy skills of 1st grade students. The pull-out program now includes 3rd grade at-
risk students who are in danger of failing the North Carolina End-of-Grade reading test. Reading 
3D is the assessment tool that is used to determine which students will be in the literacy pull-out 
program. Although Reading 3D is used to determine which students will participate in the  
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Figure 1. 3rd grade reading proficiency as measured by NC EOG. 
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  Proficiency scores include re-test results  
  2012-13 began a new assessment with new cut-scores 
 
 
Figure 2. Grades 3 - 8 reading proficiency as measured by NC EOG. 
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literacy pull-out intervention program, the researcher will not use data or any results from 
Reading 3D in the study. The results of the Reading 3D program are not essential to determine 
the impact of the literacy pull-out intervention program in Wilson County because the Reading 
3D program is not used as a reading strategy in the literacy pull-out program in Wilson County. 
The literacy teachers use the students’ text reading and comprehension level (TRC) to determine 
which students will be serviced in the literacy pull-out program. Literacy teachers pull students 
who are identified as at-risk of not being proficient in reading and provide literacy interventions 
to the students. Teachers also provide literacy interventions in the classroom to improve literacy 
skills of students who are in danger of failing reading. 
 Reading Mastery and Corrective Reading are also pull-out intervention strategies Wilson 
County schools use to improve literacy skills of students. These programs are used to improve 
the literacy skills of students who have a learning disability. The exceptional children’s teacher 
pulls the students out of the regular classroom to deliver the intervention.  
Hence, the purpose of this study is to determine the impact of the literacy pull-out 
program for 3rd grade students who are at-risk of not being proficient in reading on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade reading assessment. 
The researcher will investigate to determine if the intervention strategy implemented by 
Wilson County Schools is the most effective strategy to improve literacy skills of at-risk 
students, and determine if pull-out is the best method to deliver those interventions. Pull-out, 
inclusion, and interventions delivered by the classroom teacher are strategies that are 
implemented in an effort to increase reading skills of students who struggle with reading. Wilson 
County has implemented the literacy pull-out model to provide interventions for the at-risk 
students. The purpose of the literacy pull-out program is to build a strong foundation in reading 
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for students in grades K-3 who are at-risk of failing. It is believed that if students have a strong 
foundation in reading, they will be proficient readers and therefore, be successful, productive 
citizens. All teachers are responsible for teaching students to read comprehensively and critically 
no matter what subject area they teach (Goldman, 2012). If all teachers have the capacity and 
opportunity to teach subject-area comprehension skills, students in the United States will be able 
to meet the demands of the twenty-first century which will make the United States a more literate 
and profitable nation (Goldman, 2012). 
Logic Model 
Based on the researcher’s professional experience in being a participant of the literacy 
pull-out intervention program, the researcher created the logic model to conceptualize the 
process of the literacy pull-out intervention program. The literacy pull-out logic model displays 
the resources, activities and outcomes (impact) of the literacy pull-out program in Wilson County 
Schools. The classroom principal, teacher, and literacy teachers are a needed resource for the 
literacy pull-out program to be successful. They collaborate weekly to plan together, 
disaggregate student data, group students according to their needs, schedule small group meeting 
times and share resources to ensure that the students receive the interventions needed to improve 
reading achievement. The literacy teachers pull students out of the regular classroom four days a 
week in 30 minute sessions to provide small group instruction to the students. Scheduling is 
important and can create the greatest obstacle because the students cannot be pulled out of the 
classroom during whole group reading instruction. To help alleviate the problem, the literacy 
teacher pulls the students during the same block of instruction that the teacher pulls small 
reading groups in the classroom. The classroom teacher is also responsible for pulling the 
students who are pulled for literacy interventions in small reading groups although the students 
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will be pulled in small reading groups by the literacy teacher. The classroom teacher provides the 
students with their whole group instruction and the literacy teacher provides the students with 
literacy interventions. The literacy teachers must coordinate their literacy pull-out time to 
coincide with the classroom teacher’s pull-out time.  
The desired outcomes of the literacy pull-out program are improved reading scores for 
third grade at-risk students on the North Carolina End-of-Grade reading assessment, positive 
effect on reading achievement, and an improved quality of life for the students once they become 
adults. The desire is for the students to become productive citizens who will help improve the 
educational and economical society for themselves and their peers. Hopefully, the students will 
be able to improve their quality of life (see Figure 3). 
The results of this study may help Wilson County Schools implement cost effective 
interventions in grades kindergarten through third grade that will help increase literacy for the at-
risk students in the county. The results could also help Wilson County focus on providing better 
professional development for teachers in literacy and focus on teaching all teachers how to teach 
literacy effectively rather than spending money on thirty-eight literacy teachers in the district. 
Wilson County spends at least 1.9 million dollars for literacy teachers each year. Literacy 
teachers provide reading interventions for the most at-risk students in each elementary school in 
the district. The literacy teachers focus on the first grade students, third grade students, second 
grade students and kindergarten students. Beginning with the 2013-2014 school year, literacy 
teachers have included third grade students to help reduce the number of students who will be 
affected by the new Read to Achieve Law. Wilson County has had literacy teachers in the 
elementary schools for the past 20 years but reading scores on state assessments continue to 
remain below the state average. 
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Figure 3. Literacy Pull-Out Logic Model. 
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Study Questions 
1. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention strategy impact NC EOG 
test results for African-American male third grade at-risk students? 
2. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention strategy impact NC EOG 
test results for African-American female third grade at-risk students? 
3. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact NC EOG test 
results for Hispanic male third grade at-risk students? 
4. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact NC EOG test 
results for Hispanic female third grade at-risk students? 
Research Plan 
 This Problem of Practice investigates the impact of literacy intervention strategies on 
3rdgrade African American male, African American female, Hispanic male and Hispanic female  
at-risk students. The study focuses on student achievement of 3rd grade African American male, 
3rd grade African American female, 3rd grade Hispanic male and 3rd grade Hispanic female 
students who were served in the literacy pull-out program in Wilson County Schools, Wilson, 
NC during the 2013 – 2014 academic school year. Student data will be collected using the North 
Carolina Third Grade Beginning-of-Grade (NC BOG) reading test and North Carolina End-of-
Grade (NC EOG) reading test developmental scale scores and achievement levels. 
The researcher will use a program evaluation model to evaluate the literacy pull-out 
intervention program using qualitative and quantitative techniques to analyze the data. The data 
will be analyzed to determine if the literacy pull-out interventions had an impact on African 
American and Hispanic students’ proficiency on the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade 
reading test. The sample used in the study include third grade African American and Hispanic at-
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risk students who are served by the literacy pull-out intervention program. North Carolina 
Beginning-of-Grade and North Carolina End-of-Grade reading scores will be analyzed to 
determine if the pull-out intervention strategy impacted student achievement. 
Interviews will be conducted to collect qualitative data. The researcher will interview ten 
third grade teachers in the district who teach the students who are served in the literacy program. 
The researcher will also interview three principals in the district who use the literacy program as 
an intervention to increase reading proficiency of the third grade at-risk students. The qualitative 
and quantitative data will be analyzed to answer the study questions. 
Definition of Terms 
 Alphabetic phase – Making connections between letters in a word, pronunciation and 
meaning, and oral vocabulary (Learning Point, 2004). 
 At-risk student – African American or Hispanic student who receives free or reduced 
lunch; does not include those students who are diagnosed with a learning disability. 
 Common Core –“a set of high-quality academic standards in mathematics and English 
language arts” (Common Core State Standards Initiative: Preparing America's Students for 
College & Career, n.d.). 
 Consolidated alphabetic phase – Having the ability to understand that a cluster of letters 
can be used in different words to represent the same sound (Learning Point, 2004). 
 Decoding – “the ability to translate print into language” (Grossen, n.d., p. 1). 
 DORF –Dibels Oral Reading Fluency – Measures a child’s advanced phonics and word 
attack skills, accurate and fluent reading, and reading comprehension. 
 EOG – End of grade assessments for students in grade 3-8 in North Carolina. 
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 Full alphabetic phase – Making connections between the sequence of letters in a word, 
its meaning, and its pronunciation (Learning Point, 2004). 
 Knowledge-based literacy – “vocabulary knowledge, background knowledge related to 
the words included in the text, and the ability to integrated these two features with contextual 
information to make sense of a given text” (Reardon, 2012, p. 18). 
 Literacy – “the ability to use, understand and create the discourse which is read and 
communicated flexibly in different situations” (Boeriswati, 2012, p. 650). 
 No Child Left Behind –A law which was passed by President George W. Bush and his 
administration which requires all public schools to have highly qualified teachers; each state 
must develop assessments to measure student achievement, set academic standards, and develop 
challenging academic standards that are the same for every student (Public Schools of North 
Carolina). 
 Oral language – “Ability to produce, comprehend, or both aspects of spoken language, 
including semantics, syntax, or both. Often measured by a standardized test” (National Institute 
for Literacy, 2008). 
 Overestimate – Teachers’ positive expectations of students (Sorhagen, 2013). 
 Prealphabetic phase –Forming connections between visual features of print and 
pronunciation and the meaning of the word (Learning Point, 2004). 
 Progress monitoring – A method used to “assess student progress or performance in at-
risk areas” used by “teachers or other school personnel to determine if students are benefitting 
appropriately form the typical instructional program, identify students who are not making 
adequate progress, and help guide the construction of effective intervention programs for 
students who are not profiting from typical instruction” (Fuchs, 2004). 
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 Self-fulfilling Prophecy – “A situation in which beliefs lead to their fulfillment; a person 
becomes or exemplifies what it is he or she was believed to be” (Hinnant, O’Brian & Ghazarian, 
p. 662). 
 Title 1 –A federal program which provides financial assistance to public schools in which 
at least 40% of the student population receive free or reduced lunch (Public Schools of North 
Carolina, n.d.). 
 TRC – Text reading comprehension; measures a child’s accurate and fluent reading of 
connected text and their comprehension and usage of vocabulary skills.  
 Underestimate –Teachers’ negative expectations of students (Sorhagen, 2013). 
 Universal screening – assessments focused on assessing reading skills that “are highly 
predictive of future outcomes” (Hughes, 2011, p. 6). 
 
 
 
 
 
  
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 This review of literature explores several areas related to literacy and its impact on 
specific races of people. The literature review consists of the following: the importance of 
reading, the impact of lack of literacy on African American males, the impact of lack of literacy 
on African American females, the impact of lack of literacy on Hispanic males, the impact of 
lack of literacy on Hispanic females, legislative accountability, and literacy intervention 
strategies.  
Individual states within the United States have focused on literacy for many decades, but 
the result of that focus continues to be a nation of non-proficient readers (States, 2011). The 
United States must ensure that every student is proficient in reading by the end of third grade 
before any other educational goal set by the United States can be met (McPike, 2007). Reardon, 
Valentino and Shores (2012) believe that most American students can read by the end of third 
grade if reading is only defined as “proficiency in basic procedural word-reading skills” (p. 17), 
but reading proficiency is much more than just reading words (Reardon, 2012). Reading 
proficiency is having the ability to comprehend text that is read (Reardon, 2012).If American 
students want to have a successful life as an adult, they must learn to read with comprehension, 
across all content areas (McPike, 2007). The students must be able to apply the knowledge they 
gain from reading and process that knowledge for “relevance, reliability, and completeness” 
(Goldman, 2012, p. 89). Literacy of a nation is one indicator of quality of life in that nation 
(Boeriswati, 2012). A literate society is important for the economic growth and development of a 
nation (Black, 2002). A literate society is essential to a nation’s productivity and ability to 
compete with other nations (Foster & Beddie, 2005). 
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Lack of literacy has a profound effect on the United States economy. Lack of literacy 
costs the United States business industry and taxpaying citizens billions of dollars each year to 
support and provide the basic needs for those citizens who are illiterate or have low literacy 
skills. Literacy or lack of literacy is a determining factor in an individual’s socioeconomic status 
and has an effect on individual’s ability to provide for themselves and their family. The United 
States has focused on improving literacy in the nation by making an effort to ensure that each 
individual is literate by the end of third grade but the nation continues to be a nation of 
nonproficient readers.  
There is a strong connection between literacy skills of an individual and the 
socioeconomic status of that individual (Arnbak, 2004; Ng, Bartlett, & Chester, 2013).Students 
from low socioeconomic status families are prone to have poor literacy skills which continues 
into adulthood (Caro, 2009). As adults, these individuals have less opportunities in the 
educational and labour market which results in low wages and potentially remaining in the low 
socioeconomic category which may impact their quality of life (Caro, 2009). 
Educators often recognize students from low socioeconomic backgrounds as deficient or 
lacking in literacy skills, but they do not recognize that these students have literacy strengths, 
values and practices that support literacy development (Billings, 2009). Students from low 
socioeconomic backgrounds may perform poorly in reading because teachers have low 
expectations of the student, lack of parental support, lack of teacher preparation, or inadequate 
funding to provide resources that are needed to meet the needs of the students (Timperley & 
Phillips, 2003; Teale & Gambrell, 2007). These students must master phonemic awareness, 
phonics and decoding to become proficient readers so that they are able to concentrate on the 
meaning of written text, which helps them with comprehension of text (McPike, 2007). Students 
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from low socioeconomic backgrounds can be successful if instruction is organized to meet the 
needs of the students (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 2010). 
Minority Students 
In general, students of color (African Americans, Hispanics) perform lower academically 
than white students (Matthews, Kizzie, Rowley, & Cortina, 2010). Socioeconomic status, 
stereotypes, oppositional identity and loss of cultural identity are among the most common 
reasons African American students underperform academically (Matthews et al., 2010). 
Socioeconomic status, discontinuities between home and school cultures, and expectations that 
teachers hold for Hispanic students are the most common reasons Hispanic students 
underperform academically (Chun & Dickson, 2011). Additionally, African American females 
and Hispanic females perform better on standardized assessments than African American males 
and Hispanic males (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). Females, in general, perform better than males 
because males are educated in a system that does not support their learning style (Saenz & 
Ponjuan, 2011). 
African American Males 
 Quality of life for “African American males continues to be a national disgrace” (Rashid, 
2009, p. 347). African American males are more likely to become a member of our nation’s 
penal system but are less likely to participate in our nation’s labor force (Rashid, 2009). Hines 
and Holcomb-McCoy (data) state that African American males “are more chronically 
unemployed and underemployed, are less healthy, and have access to fewer health care 
resources, die much younger, and are many times more likely to be sent to jail for periods 
significantly longer than males of other racial/ethnic groups” (Hines & Holcomb-McCoy, 2013, 
p. 68). African American males have higher school drop-out rates, higher out-of-school 
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suspension rates and higher numbers of referrals for special education services than any other 
race (Rashid, 2009). Many people have given up on the African American male without paying 
attention to the needs of the African American male (Wood & Jocius, 2013). African American 
males do not want to fail in life, but they are faced with many challenges that contribute to their 
failure (Hodges & Pringle, 2013). They are influenced by “outside media sources, stereotypes, 
peer pressure, how they see themselves, and how they think others see them” (Hodges & Pringle, 
2009, p. 14).  
One reason African American males are not performing well in school, and life in 
general, is due to their poor literacy skills. African American males are not performing well on 
literacy standardized tests, according to National reading achievement data (Tatum, 2006). Dr. 
Jawanza Kunjuful reported that only 12% of African American males in the United States are 
proficient in reading (Hodges & Pringle, 2013). African American males must be more engaged 
in school and the curriculum to become proficient in literacy (Wood & Jocius, 2013). These 
males must be provided with books that interest them or capture their attention by choosing texts 
that are relevant to their lives (Wood & Jocius, 2013). The texts should be enabling and move 
beyond a sole congitive focus to include social, cultural, political, spiritual, or economic focus 
(Tatum, 2006). According to Tatum (2006), text is very important in literacy development (p. 
45).  
Wilson-Jones conducted a qualitative study of 25 African American male students in 
grades three through six. The purpose of the study was to discover factors that promote or inhibit 
academic achievment of African American males (Wilson-Jones, 2003). Wilson-Jones chose to 
use the qualitative method because this approach “brings critical ideas into reality and allows for 
grounded theory” (Wilson-Jones & Caston, 2004, p. 8). Qualitative research allows the 
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researcher to “see” through the words and actions of the participants (Wilson-Jones, 2003). The 
researcher interviewed the students  individually six times over a 3-month period. The researcher 
asked the students to describe their feelings about school, teachers, parents and themsleves. 
(Wilson-Jones, 2003). The researcher found that classroom distractions, study habits, problems 
at school, and concerns about school safety inhibit the academic achievement of African 
American males (Wilson-Jones, 2003). The research revealed that academic assistance (home 
and school) and parental involvment are the primary factors that promote academic achievement 
of African American males (Wilson-Jones, 2003). The research also revealed that the academic 
achievement of African American males is increased when they study at home and school, listen 
to their teachers during instructional time, and when they are taught the way they prefer to learn 
(Wilson-Jones, 2003). African American males prefer and are more successful academically 
when the teacher uses cooperative learning as the primary teaching style (Wilson-Jones & 
Caston, 2004). 
The teacher’s teaching style is an important factor to increasing literacy proficiency for 
African American males (Wilson-Jones & Caston, 2004). African American males engage in 
people-oriented learning styles and prefer working collaborately in groups with others (Wilson-
Jones & Caston, 2004). Wilson-Jones and Caston conducted a study to determine how 
cooperative learning promoted the academic success of elementary African American males. The 
study included 16 African American males in grades 3 through 6. The students were interviewed 
six times over a 3-month period. The research revealed that the students preferred to work in 
groups.Cooperative learning is the most conducive teaching style for academic achievement of 
African American males (Wilson-Jones & Caston, 2004). Cooperative learning is defined as “a 
successful teaching strategy that team students in small groups with different leavels of ability, 
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using a variety of learning activities to improve their understanding of a subject” (Wilson-Jones 
& Caston, 2004, p. 280). 
Academic achievement of African American males may be increased if their educational 
opportunities are increased (Casserly et al., 2012). School leaders should focus their attention on 
selecting African American males to participate in gifted and talented programs (Casserly et al., 
2012). To accomplish this task, educators need to be “adequately trained to assess African 
American male students’ academic potential for gifted education” (Casserly et al., 2012, p. 63).  
High-quality early childhood education is another successful strategy that improves the 
educational and developmental challenges of African American males (Casserly et al., 
2012).These types of programs have had great success with long term developmental and 
educational support for African American males (Casserly et al., 2012). A high-quality early 
childhood program is successful if it has the following characteristics: 
• Small class size and teacher-child ratios (2:17 for example) 
• Carefully developed and age-appropriate curriculum 
• Well-trained teachers with child-development knowledge 
• Parent involvement and/or education component 
• A combination of services intended to meet multiple needs of young children and 
families in poverty including education, health, and nutrition (Casserly et al., 2012, p. 
123). 
African American males have the highest out-school-suspension rates and higher special 
education referralsthan any other group of students in the education system. African American 
males underperform academically but they can be successful in school if educators make 
connections with them and be committed to reaching out to the students’ parents, adapting 
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instruction to meet the needs of the students, and use innovative instructional practices to 
increase literacy skills of the African American male (Jenkins, 2009). Academic assistance and 
parental support are factors that promote academic success of African American males. Teaching 
style, relevant texts, more educational opportunities, and high-quality education are a few 
strategies educators should use to improve the academic achievement of African American 
males. 
African American Females 
Although African American females underperform academically, they tend to outperform 
the African American and Hispanic males (Matthews, Kizzie, Rowley, & Cortina, 2010; Ross et 
al., 2012; Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). African American females build stronger relationships with 
teachers, receive higher grades in coursework, obtain higher class rank and honors, progress 
toward higher levels of education, and are less likely than their African American male 
counterparts to be referred for special education services (Matthews et al., 2010). 
 In comparison to Hispanic and Caucasian females, African American females are more 
likely to be suspended from school (Blake, Butler, Lewis, & Darensbourg, 2011). African 
American females are stereotyped to be loud, hostile and hypersexual although they are not 
perceived to be dangerous (Blake et al., 2011). Educators are more likely to respond harshly to 
behaviors of African American females based on stereotypes of this group of students (Blake et 
al., 2011). The disproportionate discipline referrals of African American females is due to low 
teacher expectations of this subgroup of students(Blake et al., 2011). 
According to Gibson (2010), African American females have been labeled as remedial 
learners and are challenged to demonstrate literacy achievement. African American females 
perform slightly higher in literacy than African American males and Hispanic students on 
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national reading assessments but they continue to perform below Asian and Caucasian students 
(Gibson, 2010). According to national standardized reading tests, African American females 
have poor reading achievement but they possess strong out-of-school literacy skills (Gibson, 
2010). Teachers should consider providing African American females with texts that include 
their own cultural understandings, popular music or magazines to motivate them to read more of 
the traditional literatures (Gibson, 2010). To improve literacy skills of African American 
females, it is important for African American females to construct meanings of themselves 
through literature (Muhammad, 2012). 
Muhammad (2012) conducted a study for adolescent African American females to 
examine the benefit of writing to improve literacy skills of the females. The study included 16 
African American females between the ages of 11 and 17 (Muhammad, 2012). The study was a 
five-week writing institute that encouraged the participants to write to “define self, to nurture 
resilience, to engage others, and to build capacity for themselves” (Muhammad, 2012, p. 203). 
The students were allowed to write freely and express themselves (Muhammad, 2012). 
Muhammand found that if teachers allow African American females to write freely and connect 
literature to their lives, the students will be enabled to read across texts and increase their 
comprehension of text; therefore increasing the literacy skills of the African American female 
(Muhammad, 2012).  
Academically, African American females outperform African American males and 
Hispanic students but they perform below Asian and Caucasian students. African American 
females have poor reading achievement but they possess strong out-of-school literacy skills. To 
improve the academic achievement of African American females, teachers should provide the 
students with texts that relate to their culture and allow them to write freely and define 
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themselves. African American females need to be able to construct meanings of themselves 
through  literature to improve their literacy skills.  
Hispanic Males 
 Hispanic males have the highest participation rate in the United States labor force, but the 
occupations they tend to work “pay low wages, provide low economic mobility, provide little or 
no health insurance, are less stable, and are more hazardous to their health and well-being” 
(Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011, p.11). Lack of education or low educational attainment is most often 
the reason Hispanic males employ these type of jobs (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). 
Hispanic males have a significant presence in the United States penal system (Saenz & 
Ponjuan, 2011). Hispanic males are not as likely to enter the penal system when compared to 
African American males but they are more likely to enter the penal system when compared to 
White males (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). 
The Hispanic male’s responsibility to “provide for, protect, and defend his family” is a 
barrier to the educational success of the Hispanic male (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). Hispanic males 
are reared to be family oriented, strong, brave, hardworking, and family contributors; not attend 
college (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). The Hispanic male values his family and his role in the family 
as the patriarch.  
Hispanic students do not perform well in school, have a high number of students who 
drop out of school and a low number of students who attend college (Ladner & Lips, 2010). Poor 
performance of Hispanic students in early school years is a predictor of how the students will 
perform in their later school years (Gonzalez, Szecsy, & University, 2002). Hispanic students 
usually enter school with smaller vocabulary knowledge than their peers and the gap increases 
over time (Filippini, Gerber & Leafstedt, 2012). Many Hispanic students enter high school 
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performing below their peers academically and require interventions in basic academic skills to 
be successful (Gonzalez et al., 2002). The National Assessment of Education Progress indicates 
that by age 9, Hispanic students are behind in reading (Billings, 2009). Hispanic males perform 
lower on national assessments than any other male population within any given age group (Saenz 
& Ponjuan, 2011).  
The United States public school system could be a barrier that discourages the academic 
success of Hispanic males (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). The culture and structure of United States 
schools can be detrimental to the academic progress of Hispanic males (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). 
The traditional United States public school does not acknowledge the Hispanic heritage nor the 
distinctive ways Hispanic students know about the world, which devalues the Hispanic male’s 
appreciation of education (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). There is also a lack of Hispanic males in the 
field of education who would be better equipped to meet the learning needs of the Hispanic male 
(Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). The lack of Hispanic male teachers who would serve as role models 
for the Hispanic male is another obstacle to the low academic success of Hispanic males in the 
educational system (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). 
Although there are many barriers to the educational attainment of the Hispanic male, 
there arestrategies that can help improve the educational attainment of Hispanic males. Early 
support in vocabulary can increase vocabulary knowledge and reading skills for Hispanic 
students (Filippini, Gerber,& Leafstedt, 2012). Interventions in phonemic awareness and 
decoding can also help increase literacy skills of Hispanic students (Filippini et al., 2012). A 
focus on literacy and student accountability can help improve literacy skills of Hispanic students 
and close the achievement gap (Ladner & Lips, 2010).  
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Hispanic males have the highest participation rate in the United States labor force. They 
also have a significant presence in the United States penal system. Hispanic males have a strong 
belief in their culture. They have the responsibility of protecting and providing for their families. 
The Hispanic male values his family and his role as the family’s patriarch; education is not 
valued as much.  
Hispanic males underperform academically, have a high drop-out rate, and a low number 
of students who attend college. Hispanic males usually enter the K-12 education system behind 
their peers academically. These students need early interventions in basic reading skills to be 
successful in school. The United States public school system could be a barrier to the academic 
performance of Hispanic males. The culture and structure of United States public schools do not 
support the academic needs of Hispanic males. Early interventions in vocabulary, phonemic 
awareness, and decoding can help increase the literacy skills of Hispanic males. 
Hispanic Females 
The media stereotypes Hispanic females as maids, housekeepers and nannies, and often 
portrays them as being submissive, obedient women who will do anything for their familes and 
jobs (Lopez, 2013). In the workplace, Hispanic women are stereotyped as having the willingness 
to work for lower wages, do not mind working dead end jobs, and will not complain about the 
job (Lopez, 2013). These stereotypes can effect the perception Hispanic women have about 
themselves and can effect the way they identify as a capable professional (Lopez, 2013). 
 Hispanic females have a strong belief in the Hispanic culture which is a challenge for 
them educationally (Schwartz, 2001). Their belief in providing for the welfare of the family may 
cause them to drop out of school to provide for the family (Schwartz, 2001). Many times the 
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Hispanic female assumes the adult role in the home because they are expected to do housework, 
take care of their siblings or elders or serve as interpreters for their parents (Schwartz, 2001). 
 With all the responsibities and pressures the Hispanic femalesare faced with, they are 
more likely to attend college than Hispanic males (Riegle-Crumb, 2010). Almost 16% of 
Hispanic female students have a batchelor’s degree compared to about 13% of Hispanic males 
who have a batchelor’s degree (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). Hispanic females are able to exhibit 
higher levels of academic preparation and articulate the importance of education when compared 
to Hispanic males (Riegle-Crumb, 2010). Hispanic females outperform their male counterparts in 
all critical education transition points and the gap between the educational attainment of 
Hispanic females and Hispanic males continues to grow (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2011). 
 Hispanic females can be successful academically if educators provide them with the 
educational services that meet the needs and provide them with a multicultural curriculum 
(Schwartz, 2001). Educators should use cooperative learning as an instructional strategy,place 
them in classes that teach higher order job skills, and help them to master the English language 
(Schwartz, 2001).  
 Stereotypes that society has about Hispanic females can effect the perception Hispanic 
females have about themselves. Society and the media stereotype Hispanic females as being 
submissive, obedient servants. They are also stereotyped as employees who will work for lower 
wages without complaining about the job. 
Hispanic beliefs may be a reason Hispanic females underperform academically in school. 
Many times Hispanic females drop out of school because they need to take on the responsibility 
caring for their siblings, caring for their elders or being interpreters for their parents. Although 
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Hispanic females underperform academically in school, they out perform Hispanic males in all 
critical education transition points.  
Hispanic Students 
 Hispanics are the fastest growing population in the United States (Hansen, 2005). 
Although the Hispanic population is growing, progress in academic achievement of Hispanic 
students has stopped (Hansen, 2005). Parental support, school readiness, health care, and socio-
economic factors are factors that affect the academic achievement of Hispanic students (Hansen, 
2005). These are factors that educators cannot control. Educators must focus on providing high 
quality teachers, rigorous and challenging curricula, communication with parents and the 
community, and institutional support to increase the academic achievement of Hispanic students 
(Hansen, 2005).  
 Hernandez-Gantes (1995) conducted a study to determine the extent of the direct and 
indirect influence of academic achievement of Hispanic students in previous grades, quality of 
instruction, motivation, quantity of instruction, and homework. The study included 2,721 eighth 
grade Hispanic students. The study revealed that academic achievement in previous grades had 
the strongest influence on academic achievement of eighth grade Hispanic students (Hernandez-
Gantes, 1995). Student motivation and quantity of instruction had a moderate influence on 
academic achievement (Hernandez-Gantes, 1995). Quality of instruction had little influence on 
academic achievement. One explanation could be that the influence of quality of instruction on 
academic achievement is not important for Hispanic students (Hernandez-Gantes, 1995). The 
findings suggest that Hispanic students should receive interventions early in their educational 
careers to improve their chances of being successful in school (Hernandez-Gantes, 1995). 
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African American males, African American females, Hispanic males and Hispanic 
females all underperform academically in school when compared to white students.These groups 
of students underperform academically because of low socioeconomic status and stereotypes 
they have of themselves and stereotypes that others have about them. 
Legislative Accountability 
The federal government acknowledged that our schools are not doing a good job of 
teaching literacy to our students (Guisbond, Neill, & Shaeffer, 2012). In an effort to improve 
literacy, President George W. Bush and policy makers developed and enacted the No Child Left 
Behind Act (NCLB), which reauthorizes the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(ESEA) (Guisbond et al., 2012). The No Child Left Behind Act holds states and local 
educational agencies accountable for ensuring that all students in grades 3-8 are proficient in 
reading and math within 12 years, with a stronger emphasis on reading proficiency for all 
students (Ed.gov, 2002). The purpose of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is to promote reading 
and literacy skills by implementing scientific-based programs to encourage reading (Forrest, 
2004). No Child Left Behind Act authorizes millions of dollars to promote two reading 
initiatives, Reading First and Early Reading First, to ensure that all children are proficient in 
reading by the end of 3rd grade (Kauerz, 2002). Reading First is designed to ensure that all 
classroom teachers are able to identify children at risk of failure and provide effective literacy 
instruction (Kauerz, 2002). Early Reading First is designed to increase reading readiness in 
preschool-age children before they enter public schools (Kauerz, 2002). For the past four 
decades, the federal government and states have put much money and effort in improving 
literacy in the nation, consequently there has only been slight improvement in literacy in the 
United States (States, 2011).  
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Another purpose of the No Child Left Behind Act was to hold schools accountable for 
student achievement and improve student achievement across the nation (Randolph & Wilson-
Younger, 2012). The intention of No Child Left Behind was “to ensure that all children have a 
fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 
15). Reading First and Early Reading First are two initiatives of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
that are aimed at ensuring all children receive a high-quality education and are proficient in 
reading by the end of 3rd grade (Kauerz, 2002). These two reading initiatives require public 
schools to adopt research-based reading programs for all students, identify students who are at-
risk of reading failure, and provide effective interventions to improve reading skills for students 
who are at-risk of reading failure (McIntyre et al., 2005).  
The No Child Left Behind Act holds states and schools accountable for improving 
student achievement by requiring states to implement a statewide accountability system which 
should include all public schools and students (Ed.gov, 2002). The accountability system must 
“be based on challenging State standards in reading and mathematics, annual testing for all 
students in grades 3-8, and annual statewide progress objectives ensuring that all groups of 
students reach proficiency within 12 years” (Ed.gov, 2002).The state of North Carolina 
restructured its accountability system to meet the requirements of NCLB (Instruction, The ABCs 
of Public Education 2012 Accountability Report Background Packet b). North Carolina 
administered multiple choice end-of-grade tests to students in grades 3-8 in reading and math, 
and an end of grade science test to students in 5th and 7th grades. The purpose of these tests was 
to measure the achievement levels of students (Instruction, Assessment Brief: North Carolina 
End-of-Grade Tests, 2007). 
42 
 
Reading First and Early Reading First are two reading initiatives of No Child Left Behind 
that are focused on improving reading achievement of all students. Reading First and Early 
Reading require teachers to provide research-based instruction to all students, identify students 
who are at-risk of reading failure, and provide effective interventions to students who are at-risk 
of reading failure (McIntyre et al., 2005). No Child Left Behind implemented an accountability 
model to ensure that states and schools provide all students with a fair and equal opportunity “to 
obtain a high-quality education” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 15). 
North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests 
 North Carolina End-of-Grade tests in reading and math for grades 3 – 8 were developed 
“to provide accurate measurement of individual student skills and knowledge specified in the 
North Carolina Standard Course of Study, and to provide accurate measurement of the 
knowledge and skills attained by groups of students for school, school system, and state 
accountability” (Public Schools of North Carolina, n.d.). North Carolina End-of-Grade raw data, 
number of questions answered correctly, is converted into developmental scale scores to allow 
different forms of the test to be equated (Public Schools of North Carolina, n.d.). Developmental 
scale scores were developed to determine individual student growth from grade level to grade 
level within a subject. The developmental scale scores were constructed by administering two 
forms of the North Carolina End-of-Grade test for one grade at the next, higher grade. Individual 
test items on each form of the test were analyzed using a computerized program (BIMAIN), 
which is designed to detect changes in test item difficulty over time. Item characteristic curves 
were developed for each test item based on Item Response Theory (IRT) parameters, and then 
the individual curves were aggregated across the test forms to develop the test characteristic 
curves. Item Response Theory (IRT) is a template for the design, analysis, and scoring of tests. 
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The test characteristic curves of the tests were compared from one grade to the next. The 
computerized program, BIMAIN, was used again to determine the marginal maximum likelihood 
estimates of the proficiency distribution parameters. Next, the proficiency distributions were 
inferred based on the differences in item difficulties (Public Schools of North Carolina, n.d.). 
Student proficiency is measured by achievement levels, which are used to group student 
“performance to standards based on what is expected in each subject at each grade level” (Public 
Schools of North Carolina, n.d.). There are four achievement levels that correspond to a range of 
scale scores for each tested subject (reading, math, science) and grade level. The achievement 
levels are: 
• Level I – Students do not have sufficient mastery of  knowledge and skills in this 
subject area to be successful at the next grade level. 
• Level II – Students demonstrate inconsistent mastery of knowledge and skills in this 
subject area and are minimally prepared to be successful at the next grade level. 
• Level III – Students consistently demonstrated mastery of grade level subject matter 
and skills and are well prepared for the next grade level. 
• Level IV – Students consistently perform in a superior manner clearly beyond that 
required to be proficient at grade level work. 
 Third grade students were administered a beginning-of-grade (BOG) test within three 
weeks of the beginning of school. The BOG and the EOG have the same developmental scale 
score scale and achievement levels. The purpose the third grade BOG was to allow schools to 
measure growth in reading and math achievement at the third grade level. Results from the 3rd 
grade BOG were compared to the 3rd grade EOG results to measure student growth for the year 
(Carolina P. S., n.d.). This assessment was eliminated effective with the 2009 – 2010 school year 
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but was reintroduced at the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year (Assessment Brief: North 
Carolina READY Beginning-of-Grade 3 English Language Arts/Reading Test, 2014). Third 
grade students are only assessed in reading for the BOG test.The BOG test serves as a pretest for 
3rd grade students and provides teachers with each student’s reading level at the beginning of the 
school year so that teachers are able to provide appopriate instruction and interventions for the 
students throughout the year (Assessment Brief: North Carolina READY Beginning-of-Grade 3 
English Language Arts/Reading Test, 2014). In 2011, President Obama granted states waivers of 
some significant requirements of NCLB (Wayne, 2012). The waivers were granted to those 
states that met the requirements of  “adopting college and career ready standards and 
assessments, developing differentiated accountability systems, implementing teacher and 
principal evaluation systems that factor in growth in student achievement, and reducing 
administrative burden” (Wayne, 2012, p. 2). In 2012, North Carolina was granted waivers from 
many of NCLB requirements (Instruction, 2007). With the waivers, North Carolina schools do 
not have to report Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) to the federeal government and the federal 
government does not impose sanctions for schools that do not make Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) (Instruction, 2007). 
 In 2014, the North Carolina State Board of Education (NCSBE) adopted college-and-
career readiness Academic Achievement Standards for the End-of-Grade test. North Carolina 
End-of-Grade tests and the 3rd grade Beginning-of-Grade reading test now have five achievement 
levels to determine student proficiency.The table below displays the new five achievment levels 
for NC End-of-Grade tests and 3rd grade Beginning-of-Grade test (see Table 1). 
 
  
45 
 
Table 1 
Proficiency & College-and-Career Ready 
 
 
Achievement Level 
Meets On-Grade-Level 
Proficiency Standard 
Meets College-and-Career 
Readiness Standard 
   
Level 5 denotes Superior Command 
of knowledge and skills 
Yes Yes 
   
Level 4 denotes Solid Command of 
knowledge and skills 
Yes Yes 
   
Level 3 denotes Sufficient Command 
of knowledge and skills 
Yes No 
   
Level 2 denotes Partial Command of 
knowledge and skills 
No No 
   
Level 1 denotes Limited Command of 
knowledge and skills 
No No 
Note. NCDPI/North Carolina Tesing Program. 
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The North Carolina State Board of Education (SBE) created new discriptors for the five 
achievement levels to include language that includes college and career readiness.  
• Level 1 – Student has limited command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards for literature, limited command of informational text, 
and limited command of language when determining the meaning of a word. 
• Level 2 – Student has partial command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards for literature, partial command of informational text, 
and partial command of language when determining he meaning of a word. 
• Level 3 – Student has sufficient command of grade-level knowledge and skills 
contained in the Common Core State Standards for literature; student is ready for the 
next grade level. 
• Level 4 – Student has solid command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards in literature, has solid command of informational text, 
has solid command of language when determinig the meaning of a word. 
• Level 5 – Student has superior command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards in literature, has superior command of informational 
text. 
Table 2 displays the developmental scale score range for each achievement level. 
Effective Instruction 
The 2001President’s Commission on Excellence reports that many students receive 
inappropriate or ineffective instruction (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). To identify the needs of 
students, schools should implement a scientifically research based core program, conduct a 
universal screener, progress monitor student’s progress, implement specialized interventions for 
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Table 2 
Developmental Scale Score Range 
 
Achievement Level Development Scale Score Range 
  
Level 1 413-431 
  
Level 2 432-438 
  
Level 3 439-441 
  
Level 4 442-451 
  
Level 5 452-461 
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students who display weaknesses in one or more of the reading skills and intensive interventions 
if the specialized interventions do not meet the needs of the student (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). A 
universal screener should be used to identify skill deficient and predict reading success or failure 
of children (Cihon, Gardner III, Morrison, & Paul, 2008). A universal screener is an assessment 
tool that targets students who are at risk of failure even when they are provided a research-based 
general education (Hughes, 2011). Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 
and Curriculum-Based Measures (CBM) are assessment tools which may be used as universal 
screeners (Cihon et al., 2008). Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) is a 
set of procedures and measures for assessing a student’s acquisition of early literacy skills 
(Validity Evidence for mCLASS: Reading 3D and Student Performance on the 2012-2013 North 
Carolina End of Grade Reading Comprehension Test, 2015). North Carolina implemented 
Reading 3D as the universal screener to assess students in grades K-6 predictability for 
successful or failure in reading. Reading 3D is a universal screener comprised of Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills and Text Reading and Comprehension (TRC) (Validity 
Evidence for mCLASS: Reading 3D and Student Performance on the 2012-2013 North Carolina 
End of Grade Reading Comprehension Test, 2015). Text Reading and Comprehension (TRC) is 
an assessment tool that measures a student’s text reading accuracy and comprehension (Validity 
Evidence for mCLASS: Reading 3D and Student Performance on the 2012-2013 North Carolina 
End of Grade Reading Comprehension Test, 2015). According to a study conducted by 
mCLASS, Reading 3D is an effective indicator of how a 3rd grade student will perform on the 
North Carolina End-of-Grade reading assessment (Validity Evidence for mCLASS: Reading 3D 
and Student Performance on the 2012-2013 North Carolina End of Grade Reading 
Comprehension Test, 2015). Students who were proficient on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
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Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) and Text Reading and Comprehension (TRC) were proficient on 
the North Carolina End-of-Grade reading assessment (Validity Evidence for mCLASS: Reading 
3D and Student Performance on the 2012-2013 North Carolina End of Grade Reading 
Comprehension Test, 2015). The universal screener is conducted at the beginning of the 
academic school year. 
Once the universal screener has been conducted and students at-risk of reading failure 
have been identified, teachers should progress monitor the students who do not meet the 
threshold for children their age, and assess them frequently to determine if the instruction has 
been effective in meeting the student’s needs. Regular classroom teachers can provide effective 
instruction to at-risk readers if the instruction is differentiated based on the needs of the students 
(Vernon-Feagans et al., 2010). If the instruction has not been effective, the teacher should 
identify and continue to progress monitor with additional instructional strategies that will meet 
the needs of the student (Cihon et al., 2008). The instruction should match the student’s skill 
level to be effective (Vernon-Feagans et al., 2010). Inclusion and pull-out instruction are 
strategies teachers can use to improve literacy skills of students who are at non-proficient in 
reading. 
The classroom teacher should use Tier I interventions for all students and Tier II 
interventions for those students who do not benefit from high quality classroom instruction 
(Vernon-Feagans et al., 2010). Table 3 displays the process of assessing students to determine 
their risk of reading failure and administering effective interventions to improve the reading 
skills of students who are at-risk of reading failure. 
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Table 3 
Hughes and Dexter Response to Intervention: A Research-Based Summary 
 
RTI Components Students Receiving Intervention 
  
Tier Core Instruction All Students 
  
Tier 1 Universal screening (3 times per year) All students 
  
Monthly progress monitoring At-risk students (25%) 
  
Tier 2 Specialized interventions 10–20% of students 
  
Weekly progress monitoring 10–20% of students 
  
Tier 3 More intensive interventions and progress monitoring 5–10% of students 
  
Special education referral 2–7% of students 
 
 
 
51 
 
Intervention Strategies 
Pull-out instruction is one strategy that teachers use to improve literacy skills for students 
who are at-risk for reading failure (Hedrick & Pearish, 1999). Some educators are not fond of 
pull-out programs because the programs have not produced promising results (Hedrick & 
Pearish, 1999). Although many literacy pull-out programs have not produced promising results 
for improving literacy skills for students who are at-risk for reading failure, Reading Recovery 
and Reading Mastery are literacy pull-out intervention programs that have successful results for 
improving literacy skills for students who are at-risk of failing reading (Clearinghouse, 2007b; 
Clearinghouse, 2006b). Corrective Reading is another literacy pull-out program but it has shown 
little effectiveness in increasing literacy skills for at-risk students (Clearinghouse, 2010). 
Reading Recovery Intervention Strategy 
 Schools and districts use different approaches to improve reading literacy for their at-risk 
students. Reading Recovery is a reading intervention that is used to improve literacy for many at-
risk students. Reading Recovery is usually supported by Title I funding but even those at-risk 
students supported by Title I programs continue to struggle in reading and mathematics 
(Bufalina, Wang, Gomez-Bellenge, & Zalud, 2010). Reading Recovery was designed to provide 
interventions for the lowest achieving first grade students (Clearinghouse, 2007b). Reading 
Recovery has two goals: promote literacy skills of first grade students who are struggling with 
reading, and reduce the number of first grade students who are struggling to read (Clearinghouse, 
200 b). The program is a supplemental pull-out resource that is administered in one-on-one 
sessions or in small group sessions of no more than six students (Clearinghouse, 2007b). The 
pull-out intervention should be administered to the students over 12-20 weeks (Clearinghouse, 
2007b). What Works Clearinghouse identified three studies of Reading Recovery that met What 
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Works Clearinghouse evidence standards (Clearinghouse, 2013a). Reading Recovery had 
“positive effects on general reading achievement and potentially positive effects in alphabetics, 
reading fluency, and comprehension for beginning readers” (Clearinghouse, 2013a, p. 1). 
Reading Recovery lessons are created to meet the needs of the students, focusing on 
phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, writing and comprehension depending on what skills 
the student needs to be successful in reading (Clearinghouse, 2013a). Once the student 
demonstrates the ability to consistently read on the level for his or her grade, that student is 
discontinued from the program (Clearinghouse, 2013a). If the student does not reach the reading 
level for his or her grade level after 20 weeks of interventions in the Reading Recovery program, 
that student should be referred for further testing for the exceptional children’s program 
(Clearinghouse, 2013a). 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress reported that only 28% of at-risk 
students are able to read at a minimum level of proficiency in the fourth grade (Vernon-Feagans, 
Kainz, Hedrick, Ginsberg, & Amendum, 2010). 
Reading Mastery Intervention Strategy 
Reading Mastery is a reading pull-out intervention designed to provide direct, explicit 
instruction (Clearinghouse, 2006a). Reading Mastery focuses on phonemic awareness, letter 
recognition, segmenting words into sounds, blending sounds into words, decoding, and 
comprehension (Clearinghouse, 2006a; Clearinghouse, 2012). Reading Mastery can be used as a 
core reading program or as a supplemental reading program (Clearinghouse, 2012). Reading 
Mastery can be used as an intervention for students with disabilities as well as with students who 
are not identified with a learning disability (Clearinghouse, 2012). Reading Mastery is a 30-45 
minute lesson taught to small groups of students, and is intended to create an environment that 
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facilitates teacher-student interactions and active student participation (Clearinghouse, 2006a). 
Students are grouped in the Reading Mastery program by similar reading levels using program 
placement tests to group the students (Clearinghouse, 2006a). Reading Mastery lessons include 
short activities that encompass “phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence, sounding out 
words, word recognintion, vocabulary, oral reading fluency, and comprehension” 
(Clearinghouse, 2006a, p. 2). Teachers model new content, provide guided practice, and allow 
students to practice individually while applying the concept (Clearinghouse, 2006a). 
Reading Mastery integrates comprehension and decoding strategies creating a successful 
reading intervention (Grossen, 2014). Reading Mastery teaches 40 letter-sound correspondences 
with stories that are interesting and meaningful for beginning readers (Grossen, 2014). 
According to What Works Clearinghouse (2006a), the Reading Mastery reading program has 
successful results for all students who are behind their expected reading achievement. In 2013, 
What Works Clearinghouse updated their review of Reading Mastery and could not determine 
the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of Reading Mastery on K-3 grade students due to lack of 
research based studies that meet What Works Clearinghouse evidence standards (Clearinghouse, 
2013). 
The creators of Reading Mastery incorporated all the features of an effective reading 
program and vexed the program with ordinary teachers and ordinary students, analyzed the data 
to identify error patterns and revised the program based on the error patterns to create an 
effective reading program (Grossen, 2014). No other reading program has been tested and 
refined to the extent of Reading Mastery, which makes Reading Mastery the most effective 
reading program for struggling readers (Grossen, 2014). 
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Reading Mastery is a pull-out intervention strategy that focuses on improving phonemic 
awareness, letter recognition, word segmentation, blending, decoding, and comprehension. 
Reading Mastery integrates comprehension and decoding strategies for students who are behind 
their expected reading achievement level. The intervention strategy has had successful results for 
students who are identified as learning disabled as well as for students who are not identified 
with a learning disability. 
Corrective Reading Intervention Strategy 
Corrective Reading is another direct instruction pull-out program that focuses on helping 
students in grades 4-12 who read below their expected grade level (Clearinghouse, 2010). 
Corrective Reading is an intervention that promotes reading accuracy (decoding), fluency, and 
comprehension (Clearinghouse, 2010; Hempenstall, 2008). Corrective Reading is designed to 
help students with word identification and build reading rate and fluency (Torgesen et al., 2007). 
Corrective Reading also helps improve comprehension (McDaniel, Duchaine, Jolivette, & 
University, 2010). Corrective Reading begins by providing explicit instruction for phonemic 
awareness and sound-letter recognition (Clearinghouse, 2007a). Corrective Reading then 
addresses “vocabulary development, comprehension, and building oral reading fluency” 
(Clearinghouse, 2007a, p. 1). Corrective Reading has ten sequential levels that are designed to 
meet the needs of the students; four levels that target decoding skills and six levels that target 
comprehension skills (Clearinghouse, 2010).The lessons can be taught in a small group of five to 
six students or in a whole class setting for 45-minutes, four or five days a week (Clearinghouse, 
2010). 
Students are assessed using the Corrective Reading placement test and instruction begins 
with level in which the student placed according to the placement test (Clearinghouse, 2010). 
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Students move up a level after completing the level in which they placed. They continue to move 
up levels until they complete the program (Clearinghouse, 2010). Students only complete one to 
three levels per academic school year (Clearinghouse, 2010). What Works Clearinghouse found 
that there is little effectiveness of Corrective Reading in alphabetics, reading fluency, and 
comprehension (Clearinghouse, 2010).What Works Clearinghouse did not review the 
effectiveness of general reading achievement for Corrective Reading because there were not 
enough research based studies for Corrective Reading that met evidence standards for What 
Works Clearinghouse (Clearinghouse, 2007; Clearinghouse, 2010). 
 Development of phonemic awareness is one method used to predict if a student will have 
difficulty learning to read (Learning Point, 2004). Phonemic awareness should be learned at an 
early age to increase student reading achievement later in life (Learning Point, 2004). 
Early Literacy 
Many at-risk students enter school with weak reading skills, and learning to read is 
difficult for these students (Bufalina, Wang, Gomez-Bellenge, & Zalud, 2010; Ortiz et al., 2012). 
Early literacy is very important in helping at-risk students acquire those literacy skills that will 
enable them to become better readers in the future thus, increasing their potential to be a 
productive citizen in society (Lonigan & Shanahan, 2009). Early literacy, which includes 
development of phonemic awareness, is a predictor of a student’s literacy achievement in the 
future (Learning Point, 2004; National Institute for Literacy, 2008). Students in preschool or any 
young child who is proficient in oral reading skills and book and print awareness perform better 
in primary school (National Institute for Literacy, 2008). Letter identification, knowing letter 
sounds, the ability to manipulate sounds of spoken language, ability to rapidly name a sequence 
of letters, numbers, objects, or colors, ability to write one’s name and letters in isolation, ability 
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to remember spoken language are all strong predictors of a child’s growth in literacy (Literacy, 
2009). Exposing children to new words early and often increases that child’s vocabulary and 
increases that child’s ability to comprehend text (Lonigan & Shanahan, 2009). Children learn 
new words in four phases (1) prealphabetic phase, (2) partial alphabetic phase, (3) full alphabetic 
phase, and (4) consolidated alphabetic phase (Learning Point, 2004). Interventions that are most 
effective for young children to improve their literacy skills are interventions that are designed to 
help children understand the alphabetic code and book sharing (Lonigan & Shanahan, 2008). 
Book sharing interventions help to improve print knowledge and oral language skills which in 
turn, helps to improve and develop essential literacy skills (Lonigan & Shanahan, 2008).  
The National Institute of Early Education Research (2010) has evidence that 
demonstrates that children should begin preschool at age 3 rather than waiting until age 4 (Reid, 
2010). Middle class children begin preschool at age 3 (Reid, 2010) and those students perform 
better than at-risk students; at-risk students should begin preschool at age 3 as well (Reid, 2010). 
 Interventions designed for students in the upper grades (4-12) should implement 
strategies that include reading instruction that is embedded within a content area, texts that are 
interesting, students having the opportunity to make choices and hands-on activities (Ritchey, 
Silvermann, Montanaro, Speece, & Schatschneider, 2012). The interventions should also include 
practice with multisyllabic words, vocabulary instruction and fluency (Ritchey et al., 2012). 
Brady and Thomas (2003) warn that no particular intervention is the best intervention to produce 
positive results. Brady and Thomas’ (2003) research shows that most interventions do not have a 
success rate higher than 50%. 
The National Reading Panel reports that reading instruction should be structured and 
explicit to “remediate and prevent reading problems” (Goss & Brown-Chidsey, 2012, p. 65). The 
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National Reading Panel and Preventing Reading Difficulties (Otaiba & Fuchs, 2006) recommend 
that effective and explicit interventions should be provided early in a child’s educational career 
so that child will be a proficient reader by the end of third grade. Many students complete eighth 
grade without mastering knowledge-based literacy skills they will need in high school as well as 
adulthood (Reardon, 2012). 
In 2001, President George W. Bush announced his idea of education reform known as 
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. President Bush was concerned that too many at-risk 
students were not successful in school and were not showing improvement in reading and math. 
No Child Left Behind was to be the solution “to improve the performance of America’s 
elementary and secondary schools while at the same time ensuring that no child is trapped in a 
failing school” (Ed.gov, 2002, p. 4). Because of President Bush’s commitment to ensure that 
every student will be proficient in reading by the end of the third grade, President Bush 
implemented the Reading First initiative (Ed.gov, 2002). The Reading First initiative was funded 
to provide research based instructional strategies to those K-3 students who are at-risk of failing 
reading and provide professional development in essential components of reading for K-3 
teachers (Ed.gov, 2002). The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) provided grants for schools that 
have a high percentage of students who receive free/reduced lunch. Title I is a part of the No 
Child Left Behind Act which provides funds to schools with high poverty rates with the purpose 
of meeting the educational needs of low-achieving students (Ed.gov, 2004), although Guisbond 
et al. (2012) make the claim that there has not been a significant increase in student achievement 
with the implementation of NCLB and Title I funds. 
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Travers completed an action research project and found that schools with large 
populations of minority and low income students are at a disadvantage when expected to meet 
the proficiency requirements of NCLB (Travers, 2009). 
 Although literacy interventions are a focus in the early grades, not much time or attention 
has been focused on providing successful literacy interventions for at-risk students in upper 
elementary grades (Ritchey et al., 2012). 
A number of studies found that effective interventions meet the student’s individual 
needs in the regular classroom or in a pull-out setting (Vernon-Feagans et al., 2010). Instruction 
should be differentiated based on the student’s needs (Vernon-Feagans et al., 2010). Foorman 
and Moats (2004) suggest that instruction is most effective when it is explicit in the alphabetic 
principal and integrates reading for meaning, early intervention, and “small group/and or one on 
one intensive instruction” (p. 184). Brady (2003) warns that no particular intervention is the best 
intervention to produce positive results. Brady’s (2003) research shows that most interventions 
do not have a success rate better than 50%. 
The National Reading Panel has identified five components of reading that are needed for 
students to become successful readers (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). The five components are: 
1. Phonics – “a set of rules that specify the relationship between letters in the spelling of 
words and sounds of spoken language” (Learning Point, 2004, p. 12). 
2. Phonemic awareness – “the understanding that spoken words are made up of separate 
units of sound that are blended together when words are pronounced” (Learning 
Point, 2004, p. 4). In other words, phonemic awareness is the ability to hear, produce, 
blend or segment sounds. 
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3. Fluency – “recognizing the words in a text rapidly and accurately and using phrasing 
and emphasis in a way that makes what is read sound like spoken language” 
(Learning Point, 2004, p. 12).  
4. Vocabulary – “words we need to know to communicate with others” (Learning Point, 
2004, p. 22). 
5. Comprehension – “constructing meaning that is reasonable and accurate by 
connecting what has been read to what the reader already knows and thinking about 
all of this information until it is understood” (Learning Point, 2004, p. 30). 
These five components of reading were part of the Reading First Initiative and No Child Left 
Behind (Learning Point, 2004, p. 1). 
Students should receive interventions early in their educational career. The interventions 
will be most effective for younger students if they are focused on helping the student understand 
the alphabetic code and book sharing. Interventions focused on practice with multisyllabic 
words, vocabulary instruction and fluency are most effective for students in grades 4-12. 
The Reading First Initiative was implemented by President George W. Bush to ensure 
that every student is proficient in reading by the end of third grade. Funding was provided for the 
Reading First Initiative to provide research on research based instructional strategies that are 
most beneficial for students in grades kindergarten through third grade who are at-risk of failing 
reading. The Reading First Initiative and No Child identified five components of reading. The 
five components of reading are phonics, phonemic awareness, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension. 
 CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of literacy interventions on 
the academic success of third grade at-risk students based on standardized scores. 
 Based on the data collection and research study, a program evaluation was the best 
method to determine the effectiveness of the literacy pull-out intervention program. Evaluation is 
defined as “determining the worth or merit of whatever is being evaluated” (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, 
& Worthen, 2012, p. 7), and a program is defined as “an ongoing, planned intervention that seeks 
to achieve some particular outcome(s), in response to some perceived educational, social, or 
commercial problem (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012, p. 8). Hence, program evaluation is the systematic 
method for collecting, analyzing, and using information to answer questions about projects, 
policies, and programs, particularly about their effectiveness and efficiency when evaluating a 
program (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). Additionally, this study sought to determine the impact and 
worth of the literacy pull-out intervention program on third grade at-risk students based on their 
results on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test. Furthermore, there are a number of 
different approaches to program evaluation, such as consumer-oriented evaluation, expertise-
oriented evaluation, decision-oriented evaluation, and participant-oriented evaluation (Fitzpatrick 
et al., 2012). For this study, the objectives-oriented evaluation approach was identified as being 
the most appropriate to answer the study questions. The objectives-oriented approach has been 
used to determine success or failure of a program and to serve as a foundation for improvements, 
maintenance, or termination of the program (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). Some benefits of the 
program-oriented approach are (1) the approach is easily understood, (2) is easy to follow and 
implement, and (3) produces information that is relevant to the mission of the program 
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). Although the program-oriented approach has many benefits, the 
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program also has some limitations. An identified limitation of the program-oriented approach is 
there is a single focus on objectives and their measurements (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). The focus 
on objectives may cause the evaluator to ignore other important outcomes of the program 
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). For this study, it has been determined that if 75% of students who 
participated in the study are proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test, the 
literacy intervention program made an impact on the academic performance of third grade at-risk 
students.  
Data Collection 
 The data were collected from the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test, 
student developmental scale scores, third grade Beginning-of-Grade Reading test scores, which 
were received from the testing coordinator in Wilson County Schools, and in-depth interviews of 
principals and teachers. The quantitative data was compared to development scale scores from 
the third grade North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test to student developmental scale 
scores from the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test for the students in the 
study. The comparison of the developmental scale scores helped determine if the literacy pull-out 
intervention made an impact on the proficiency of the third grade students who participated in 
the study. The qualitative data helped to determine if administrators and teachers believe that the 
literacy pull-out program made an impact on student proficiency, and support or reject the 
quantitative data.  
Study Questions 
1. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention strategy impact NC EOG 
test results for African-American male third grade at-risk students? 
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2. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention strategy impact NC EOG 
test results for African-American female third grade at-risk students? 
3. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact NC EOG test 
results for Hispanic male third grade at-risk students? 
4. To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact NC EOG test 
results for Hispanic female third grade at-risk students? 
Participants 
Student Test Sample 
 The sample used for the study was African American male student test scores, African 
American female student test scores, Hispanic male student test scores, and Hispanic female 
student test scores of third grade at-risk students who were served in the literacy program during 
the 2013-2014 school year. The sample included at-risk students from nine of the fourteen 
elementary schools in Wilson County, North Carolina that used the literacy pull-out program as 
an intervention for at-risk third grade students. All but one of the elementary schools in the 
county are considered as Title 1 schools although the schools have different levels of poverty. 
The students included in the study receive free or reduced lunch and are not in the exceptional 
children’s program. The students were considered to be at-risk based on their economic status 
and ethnicity. Third grade students placed in the literacy pull-out program were students who 
were considered to need intense or strategic interventions in reading. Reading 3D Beginning-of-
Year assessments were used to determine which students need intense or strategic interventions 
in reading 
 The students in the literacy pull-out groups were grouped based on their Text Reading 
and Comprehension level (TRC). Students with Text Reading and Comprehension (TRC) levels 
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that were the same or close were grouped together. The groups range from 4 students to 6 
students depending on the number of students who have Text Reading and Comprehension 
(TRC) levels that are the same or close. In some instances there were many students who had the 
same Text Reading and Comprehension (TRC) level or levels that were close, so the students 
were divided into two or three groups because the groups could have no more than six students at 
a time. 
 The literacy teachers focused on building fluency and comprehension in their small group 
sessions. Reading 3D data was used to determine text levels but was not used to determine 
individual needs of the students, although poor readers benefit more when instruction is 
differentiated to meet the needs of the individual student (Vernon-Feagans et al., 2010). Hedrick 
and Pearish (1995) state that when students receive instruction designed to meet the individual 
needs of the student, they will more than likely grow academically and close the achievement 
gap. The teachers did not plan their lessons to focus on phoneme segmentation, blends, phonics, 
or phonemic awareness, which are skills Reading 3D data revealed many of the students lacked. 
The National Reading Panel also reports that phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary 
and (Brady, 2003) comprehension are essential components of effective reading instruction. 
Students were pulled by the literacy teacher in small groups four days a week for 30 minutes. 
Principals 
Interviews of the principals from three of the elementary schools who participated in the 
literacy pull-out program were conducted. The principals were chosen randomly by listing the 
principals’ names and assigning them numbers one through nine. The numbers one through nine 
were put into a box and three numbers were selected. The numbers that were selected from the 
box determined which principals participated in the study (see Appendix A). 
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Teachers 
The teachers selected to participate in the study were literacy teachers and classroom 
teachers from schools that participated in the literacy pull-out intervention. Five literacy teachers 
were randomly selected to participate in the study and five classroom teachers were randomly 
selected to participate in the study. The researcher received a list of literacy teachers and third 
grade teachers from each of the nine schools. The literacy teachers’ names were listed 
alphabetically and chosen randomly, and the third grade classroom teachers’ names were listed 
alphabetically and chosen randomly as well. The literacy teachers were assigned a number one 
through twenty-four. The numbers one through twenty-four were put into a box and five 
numbers were chosen. The numbers chosen from the box determined which literacy teachers 
participated in the study. The same process was used to determine which five classroom teachers 
would participate in the study. The classroom teachers’ names were listed alphabetically and 
chosen randomly. The classroom teachers were assigned a number one through twenty. The 
numbers one through twenty were put into a box and five numbers were chosen. The numbers 
chosen from the box determined which classroom teachers participated in the study. The 
principals granted the researcher permission to interview the teachers during their planning time. 
The researcher interviewed the teachers one-on-one (see Appendix B). 
Interview Questions 
The interview questions were developed by the researcher. The researcher sent the 
interview questions to a panel of experts who determined if the interview questions were 
appropriate for the study to establish construct validity.  
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Confidentiality 
Students 
 Students who participated in the study were students who were serviced by the literacy 
pull-out intervention and receive free or reduced lunch. The students’ identities were kept 
confidential throughout the process. The principal of each school sent the names of the students 
who were in the literacy pull-out program to the Wilson County schools Director of Child 
Nutrition. The principals also included the students’ reading Beginning-of-Grade (BOG) test 
scores as well as their reading End-of-Grade (EOG) test scores. Once the Child Nutrition 
Director received the students’ names, she attached the students’ lunch status to their name. The 
Child Nutrition Director assigned each child a number and deleted the child’s name. The 
researcher received student numbers and reading North Carolina Beginning-Grade (BOG) test 
scores and reading End-of-Grade (EOG) test scores. The researcher did not know who the 
students were or what school the child attended. 
Principals 
 Principals who participated in the study did not have his/her name displayed on any of 
the research documents. The principals were identified as Principal 1, Principal 2 and Principal 
3. The researcher did not require any identifying information from the principals. All information 
obtained from the principals was stored in a locked file cabinet at all times. 
Teachers 
 The teachers who participated in the study did not have their names displayed on any 
research documents. The teachers were identified as Literacy Teacher 1-5 and Classroom 
Teacher 1-5. The researcher did not require any identifying information from the teachers. All 
information obtained from the teachers were stored in a locked file cabinet at all times. 
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Security of Data 
 The researcher kept data secure by keeping the data in a locked file cabinet at all times. 
The researcher was the only person who had a key to the file cabinet. Student data was only used 
to complete the Problem of Practice and will be destroyed by shredding once the project is 
complete. 
Data Analysis 
 Developmental scale scores, derived from the North Carolina Testing and Accountability 
department, were used to determine student proficiency on the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading test. To be proficient in reading, a developmental scale score of at least 439 must be 
obtained on the North Carolina Third Grade Reading End-of-Grade test. The researcher used 
average developmental scale scores for the African American male subgroup, African American 
female subgroup, Hispanic male subgroup, and Hispanic female subgroup on the North Carolina 
Beginning-of-Year Reading test and the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test to determine 
if the literacy pull-out intervention program made an impact on proficiency of third grade at-risk 
students. Additionally, the researcher conducted face-to-face interviews with three principals, 
five classroom teachers and five literacy teachers. The face-to-face interviews provided the 
researcher with qualitative data to determine the principals’ and teachers’ perception of the 
impact of the literacy pull-out intervention program on third grade at-risk students reading 
proficiency on the North Carolina Third Grade Reading End-of-Grade test. The qualitative data 
will support or reject the findings of quantitative data and any other unintended outcomes. 
 . 
  
CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of literacy interventions on 
academic success of third grade at-risk students on standardized tests. The quantitative data 
determined whether the study group of at-risk students were proficient in reading on the third 
grade North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test based on Developmental Scale Scores.  
 To determine the effectiveness of the literacy pull-out intervention program, program 
evaluation was used for this study. As noted in Chapter Three, program evaluation is used when 
stakeholders need to determine the worth or merit of a program. For this study, the objectives-
oriented evaluation approach was identified as being the most appropriate to answer the study 
questions. The objectives-oriented approach has been used to determine success or failure of a 
program and to serve as a foundation for improvements, maintenance, or termination of the 
program (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). Some benefits of the program-oriented approach are (1) the 
approach is easily understood, (2) is easy to follow and implement, and (3) produces information 
that is relevant to the mission of the program (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). Qualitative and 
quantitative data were used to determine the effectiveness of the literacy pull-out intervention 
program. Principals, third grade classroom teachers, and literacy teachers were interviewed to 
gain insight on their perception of the effectiveness of the literacy pull-out intervention program 
on third grade at-risk students to support or reject the quantitative data. Face-to-face recorded 
interviews with principals, literacy teachers and third grade teachers were a source of data 
collected by the researcher. Five literacy teachers and five third grade classroom teachers were 
randomly chosen to participate in the face-to-face interviews. The principals and teachers who 
participated in the study were randomly chosen from schools in Wilson County that participated 
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in the literacy pull-out intervention program. The purpose of the quantitative data was to support 
or reject the findings of the quantitative data. Third grade North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade 
Reading test scores and third grade End-of-Grade Reading test scores were provided to the 
researcher from the testing coordinator of Wilson County. 
 The individual student data were comprised of the developmental scale scores from the 
2013 fall administration of the third grade North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test and 
the 2014 spring administration of the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test. The 
developmental scale scores for the beginning-of-grade test and the end-of-grade test were 
converted into achievement levels using the criteria set forth by the North Carolina Department 
of Public Instruction. Developmental scale scores from the third grade North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test in reading were used to determine if students were proficient in reading. 
Developmental scale scores for 156 students were use in the study. 
Study Findings 
 This chapter presents the analysis of the data based on the four study questions stated in 
Chapter One. Question One, asked if the literacy pull-out intervention strategy had an impact on 
NC EOG test results for African-American male third grade at-risk students; Question Two, 
asked if the literacy pull-out intervention strategy had an impact on NC EOG Reading test results 
for African –American female third grade at-risk students; Question Three, asked if the literacy 
pull-out intervention strategy had an impact on NC EOG test results for Hispanic male third 
grade at-risk students and Question Four,  asked if the literacy pull-out intervention strategy had 
an impact on North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test results for Hispanic female third grade 
at-risk students. Further, the results of the data are presented. 
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All Students Developmental Scale Scores 
 Third grade at-risk students’ North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading developmental scale 
score was 434 (Level 2). Those same students averaged a 425 (Level 1) developmental scale 
score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test. The students averaged 9 points 
growth from the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test to the North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test. Although the students made growth on the standardized assessments, the 
students, on average, were not proficient on the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading test. Students need to score a 439 (Level 3) developmental scale score on the North 
Carolina Beginning-of-Grade and the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading tests to be 
considered proficient in reading according to North Carolina state standards (see Table 4).  
All Students Proficiency Scores in Reading 
 On the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test, none of the Hispanic males or 
Hispanic females were proficient; one African American male scored a level 3 (proficient) and 
one African American female scored a level 4 (proficient). On the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading test, two Hispanic males scored a level 3 (proficient) and two Hispanic males scored a 
level 4 (proficient); three Hispanic females scored a level 3 (proficient) and five Hispanic 
females scored a level 4 (proficient); twelve African American males scored a level 3 (proficient) 
and nine African American males scored a level 4 (proficient); five African American females 
scored a level 3 (proficient) and five African American females scored a level 4 (proficient) (see 
Table 5).  
Study Question 1 Findings 
 Study Question 1: To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention strategy 
impact NC EOG test results for African-American male third grade at-risk students? 
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Table 4 
BOG & EOG Test Results 2013-2014 
 
 
Focus 
Group 
Developmental 
Scale Score 
(BOG) 2013 
Achievement 
Level  
2012-2013 
Developmental 
Scale Score 
(EOG) 2014 
 
Achievement 
Level 2014 
 
Growth 
(Points) 
      
African 
American 
Male 
425 1 434 2 9 
      
African 
American 
Female 
425 1 434 2 9 
      
Hispanic 
Male 
424 1 433 2 9 
      
Hispanic 
Female 
425 1 436 2 11 
      
Average 425 1 434 2 10 
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Table 5  
2014 Student Proficiency Percentages 
 
Race/Gender N (Proficient) N (Not Proficient) Percent Proficient 
    
African American Males 21 41 21/62 = 34% 
    
African American Females 10 40 10/50 = 20% 
    
Hispanic Males 4 16 4/20 = 20% 
    
Hispanic Females 8 16 8/24 = 33% 
    
All Students 43 113 43/156 = 28% 
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 There were 62 African American males who participated in the literacy pull-out 
intervention program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. They averaged a 425 
developmental scale score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test for the 2013-
2014 school year. Those same students averaged a 434 developmental scale score on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test at the end of the 2013-2014 school year. African American 
males averaged 9 points growth from the beginning of the school year to the end of the school 
year. The African American at-risk males, on average, scored a Level 1 and were not proficient 
as a group on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test. The student’s average 
achievement level on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test was a Level 2 (see Table 4). 
Thirty-four percent of African American males were proficient on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test (see Table 5). However, principals and teachers who participated in the study 
perceive the literacy pull-out intervention program to be effective. The principals and teachers 
based their perception of the literacy pull-out intervention on student growth, not student 
proficiency. Thus, the literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact North Carolina End-
of-Grade Reading test results for African American male third grade at-risk students. 
Study Question 2 Findings 
 Study Question 2: To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention strategy 
impact NC EOG test results for African-American female third grade at-risk students? 
 There were 50 African American female third grade at-risk students who participated in 
the literacy intervention pull-out program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. They 
averaged a 425 developmental scale score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading 
test and a 434 developmental scale score on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test for 
the 2013-2014 school year. The students averaged 9 points growth from the beginning of the 
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year assessment and the end of year assessment. The students averaged a Level 1 on the third 
Beginning-of-Grade Reading test and averaged a Level 2 on the third grade End-of-Grade 
Reading test. The students were not considered proficient according to North Carolina state 
standards on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade reading assessment nor were they proficient 
on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment (see Table 4). Twenty percent of African 
American females were proficient on the North Carolina Reading End-of-Grade Reading test 
(see Table 5). However, principals and teachers who participated in the study perceive the 
literacy pull-out intervention program to be effective. The principals and teachers based their 
perception of the literacy pull-out intervention on student growth, not student proficiency. Thus, 
the literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test results for African American female third grade at-risk students. 
Study Question 3 Findings 
 Study Question 3: To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact NC 
EOG test results for Hispanic male third grade at-risk students? 
 Twenty Hispanic male at-risk students participated in the literacy pull-out intervention 
program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. They averaged a 424 developmental scale 
score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment and a 433 developmental 
scale score on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment for the 2013-2014 school 
year. The Hispanic male at-risk population averaged 9 points growth from the beginning of the 
year assessment to the end of year assessment. The students averaged a Level 1 development 
scale score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment and a Level 2 on the 
North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment (see Table 4). Although the students made 
academic growth for the year, the students did not reach proficiency by the end of the 2013-2014 
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school year. Only 20% of Hispanic males were proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading test (see Table 5).  However, principals and teachers who participated in the study 
perceive the literacy pull-out intervention program to be effective. The principals and teachers 
based their perception of the literacy pull-out intervention on student growth, not student 
proficiency. Thus,  the literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact North Carolina End-
of-Grade Reading test results for Hispanic male third grade at-risk students.  
Study Question 4 Findings 
 Study Question 4: To what extent, if any, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact NC 
EOG test results for Hispanic female third grade at-risk students? 
 Twenty-four at-risk Hispanic females participated in the literacy pull-out intervention 
program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. The students averaged a 425 developmental 
scale score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment and averaged a 436 
developmental scale score on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment for the 
2013-2014 school year. The average developmental scale score growth for the Hispanic female 
at-risk student population was 10 points growth for the 2013-2014 school year. The Hispanic 
female at-risk population made the most growth out of the four groups that participated in the 
study. The Hispanic females also had the highest developmental scale score on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment. The Hispanic females averaged a Level 1 
proficiency score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment and Level 2 
proficiency score the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment for the 2013-2014 
school year (see Table 4).Thirty-three percent of Hispanic females were proficient on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test (see Table 5). On average, the Hispanic female population 
who participated in the study did not meet proficiency in reading for the 2013-2014 school the 
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literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test 
results for third grade at-risk Hispanic female students. 
Overall, Hispanic females made the most growth in reading for the 2013-2014 school 
year according to the data. The Hispanic female study group averaged 11 points growth in 
reading for the school year. The Hispanic males, African American females, and African 
American males averaged 9 points growth in reading for the year. The Hispanic male study 
group began the school year with the lowest developmental scale score (424) average on the 
North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment. This same group of Hispanic males had 
the lowest developmental scale score average (433) on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
assessment as well. The African American male, African American female and Hispanic female 
study groups averaged a 425 developmental scale score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-
Grade Reading assessment for the 2013-2014 school year (see Table 4). 
 Hispanic females had the highest average developmental scale score on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade reading assessment and showed the most growth in reading for the 2013-
2014 school year. All four study groups made growth on the North Carolina standardized reading 
assessment, but neither group was proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
assessment.  Twenty-eight percent of all students who participated in the study were proficient 
on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test (see Table 5).   
Qualitative Data 
The purpose of the qualitative data was to gather information from principals and 
teachers about their perception of the effectiveness of the literacy pull-out intervention program. 
According to the data, the principals and teachers based their perception of the effectiveness of 
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the literacy pull-out intervention program on student growth in reading. All interview 
participants believed the literacy pull-out intervention program was effective.  
Student Selection Process 
The criteria for selecting students to participate in the literacy pull-out intervention 
program were the same in the schools, according to the principals and teachers who participated 
in the interviews. Text Reading Comprehension (TRC) levels from the Reading 3D beginning of 
year data were used to determine which students would participate in the literacy pull-out 
intervention program. The students who did not meet the reading level for third grade were 
selected first to participate in the program. After the students were placed in the program, 
students who scored in the red (need intensive interventions) in DIBELs were selected to 
participate in the literacy pull-out intervention program. Most of the students who did not meet 
the beginning of year reading level for third grade did not meet the beginning of the year goal in 
DIBELs as well. DIBELS assesses students in phonics, phonemic awareness, and fluency. 
Intervention Strategies 
Once students were placed in the literacy pull-out intervention program, literacy teachers 
used different strategies to increase literacy skills of the African American males, African 
American females, Hispanic males, and Hispanic females. The literacy teachers determined the 
individual needs of the students using the Reading 3D data as a resource. The literacy teachers 
implemented research-based strategies that met the individual needs of the students. Most of the 
literacy teachers used modeling as a strategy to improve literacy skills of the students. Using this 
strategy, the teacher reads the text correctly and the student models reading the text after the 
teacher. The purpose of modeling for the students is to allow students to hear how they should 
sound when they read. The students model reading to practice reading fluently and practice using 
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reading strategies to help them recognize and understand unknown words. This also allows the 
teacher to listen to the student and provide guidance to the student to improve his or her literacy 
skills. The literacy teachers know that language is a barrier for most of the Hispanic students, so 
the teachers use questioning as a strategy to determine if the Hispanic students understand what 
is being asked of them. In an effort to increase the literacy skills of African American males, 
African American females, Hispanic males, and Hispanic females, the literacy teachers 
implement literature that is interesting to the students.  
Classroom teachers and literacy teachers assess the students often to ensure the students 
are making progress in reading. Classroom teachers provide literacy interventions daily for the 
students who did not meet the TRC level or DIBELs level on the Reading 3D assessment. The 
intervention needed is determined by the assessment. Students may require interventions for 
phonics, phonemic awareness, fluency or comprehension. Many students require interventions in 
more than one area, in that case, the teacher must determine which skill should be addressed 
first. Literacy teachers also provide interventions based on the Reading 3D assessment. The 
literacy teachers focus more on increasing the text reading level than improving DIBELs 
although the literacy teachers provide interventions for DIBELs also. Students are assessed daily 
in the literacy pull-out intervention program. The literacy teachers listen to the students read, 
take anecdotal notes on the reading strategies the student may or may not use, and analyze the 
running record to determine if the student keeps the meaning of the literature, if the student is 
reading the words correctly or if the student is reading fluently. The assessment allows the 
teacher to provide more individualized interventions for the students. 
 
 
78 
 
Benefits of Literacy Pull-Out Intervention Program 
The classroom teachers, literacy teachers and principals believe the literacy pull-out 
intervention program is a great resource for students who are not proficient in reading. Some of 
the major assets of the literacy pull-out intervention program are:  
• literacy teachers can give their full attention to the students because there are less 
classroom disruptions,  
• students receive interventions twice a day, 
• the small groups build confidence for the students who may be afraid to read,  
• students learn better in small groups,  
• the literacy teacher is able to diagnose the needs of the students because of the small 
group instruction.  
The interview participants perceive the literacy pull-out intervention program to have 
more assets than weaknesses. The weaknesses of the program were that sometimes there are too 
many students in a group, the small group instruction should last for a longer period of time, and 
all students who need the intervention cannot be selected to participate in the literacy pull-out 
intervention program. 
In the literature review, the researcher found that many educators are not fond of pull-out 
interventions because the instruction is not an extension of classroom instruction (Hedrick & 
Pearish, 1999). The classroom teachers and literacy teachers collaborate weekly to share 
resources and discuss student needs. During literacy pull-out interventions, the literacy teachers 
reinforce what is being taught in the classroom. The collaboration between the classroom 
teachers and literacy teachers allows the teachers to focus on the same literacy skill. Students 
read to the literacy teacher everyday which allows the literacy teacher to implement interventions 
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on phonics, phonemic awareness, or fluency as the students read. One of the principals who was 
interviewed required the literacy teachers to submit lesson plans to explain how what they are 
teaching in the pull-out intervention increased student achievement. If the intervention is 
effective, the principal allows the literacy teacher to continue with the format. If the intervention 
is not effective, the principal and the teacher collaborate to determine the best intervention to get 
the best results for the student. 
Results of Interviews 
The principals, classroom teachers, and literacy teachers would like to continue using the 
literacy pull-out intervention program as a resource to improve student achievement in reading. 
The literacy pull-out intervention program is considered to be effective in improving student 
achievement in reading if the students show growth in reading. Reading 3D beginning-of-year 
data, middle-of-year data, end-of-year data, North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading 
assessment data and North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment data were analyzed to 
determine if students made growth in reading. The principals and teachers report that the 
majority of the students made growth in reading during the 2013-2014 school year; therefore, the 
program was effective. The focus group perceives the literacy pull-out intervention program to 
be effective but reports that changes need to be implemented to improve the effectiveness of the 
literacy pull-out intervention program for African American males, African American females, 
Hispanic males and Hispanic females. The teachers (classroom and literacy) need professional 
development on the best strategies to improve literacy skills of African American and Hispanic 
students. The literacy teachers believe that the students should be allowed to choose what they 
read during the intervention and the community needs to be more involved in improving the 
academic achievement of at-risk students.  
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The principals and teachers who participated in the study perceived the literacy pull-out 
intervention program to be effective because the students made growth on the North Carolina 
End-of-Grade Reading assessment. The principals and teachers believe that the literacy pull-out 
intervention program has many assets that help to improve academic achievement in reading for 
the African American males, African American females, Hispanic males and Hispanic females. 
The participants believe that the literacy pull-out intervention is a great investment for the school 
system because the students made growth although they were not proficient on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment. The principals and teachers do not believe that the 
literacy pull-out intervention program was more beneficial to any particular group, they believe 
that the literacy pull-out intervention program was beneficial to all four groups of students. 
Summary 
The quantitative data revealed that the literacy pull-out intervention program was 
effective in providing the necessary interventions for students to show growth in reading, but 
was not effective in helping student proficiency on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
assessment. Overall, the third grade at-risk students who participated in the literacy pull-out 
intervention program grew by nine developmental scale score points but only scored, on average, 
a level II on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment.  
The qualitative data revealed that principals and teachers perceive the literacy pull-out 
intervention program to be effective in improving literacy skills of African American males, 
African American females, Hispanic males and Hispanic females. 
  
CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of the literacy pull-out 
intervention program on academic success of third grade at-risk students in Wilson County 
Schools based on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test. North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading test data (developmental scale scores and achievement levels) was used to determine if 
students were proficient in reading for the 2013-2014 academic school year. A review of the 
literature revealed that if students are not proficient in reading by the end of third grade, they are 
at risk of becoming high school dropouts, having lower academic success, having financial 
instability as adults, and having low self-esteem (McPike, 2007). These outcomes may have a 
great impact on the workforce both locally and statewide. For this reason, it is essential for 
school systems to ensure that all students can read and comprehend by the end of their third 
grade academic school year. 
Summary 
The focus of this chapter included two sources of data. First, the study analyzed 
assessment data (North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading scores and North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test scores) from the group of third grade at-risk students who participated in the 
literacy pull-out intervention program in Wilson County for the 2013-2014 academic school 
year. Second, information was provided by principals and teachers through participation in one-
on-one interviews regarding their perception of the impact of the literacy pull-out intervention 
program on the academic performance of third grade at-risk students, specifically African 
American male, African American female, Hispanic male and Hispanic female students. The 
student assessment data included both beginning-of-grade reading test scores and end-of-grade 
reading test scores from the 2013-2104 academic school year. Data included overall reading
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achievement as measured by the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment 
developmental scale scores and achievement levels and the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading assessment developmental scale scores and achievement levels. In addition, interviews 
were used to collect qualitative data from principals and teachers who had implemented the 
literacy pull-out intervention program. The purpose of the interviews was to collect professional 
opinions and perceptions regarding the impact of the literacy pull-out intervention program on 
the academic performance of third grade at-risk students in reading, as viewed by those who 
participated in the literacy pull-out intervention program. 
Historical Perspective 
Literacy is an important factor in determining the economic growth and development of a 
nation, but the United States educational system is challenged to improve literacy skills of the 
students. Students who are graduating from the United States school system are not prepared for 
the workforce or higher education in the 21st century. The students are at a disadvantage because 
the workforce requires advanced skills and the ability to apply knowledge in a variety of 
circumstances. Because the students have not acquired the literacy skills, they are more at-risk to 
have financial instability, have difficulty with financial success, and have difficulty finding 
satisfying work. All of these factors have an impact on the economic growth and development of 
the United States.  
Students from low socioeconomic backgrounds are the majority of students who lack the 
necessary literacy skills to be successful in their educational career and as adults. The impact of 
inadequate education of poor students dates back to 1965 when the federal government made an 
effort to improve the education of poor students. The publication of “A Nation At Risk” to the 
development of the National Educational Goals Report, Building a Nation of Learners, to 
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America 2000, and the passage of Goals 2000 are a series of events that kept the federal 
government involved in improving education for poor students (Groen, 2012).  Although the 
federal government has invested millions of dollars into the education system to improve the 
literacy skills of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds, the students continue to perform 
below students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds (Teale & Gambrell, 2007). With all the 
money invested and education reforms implemented by the federal government to improve the 
educational needs of students with low socioeconomic status, there has not been a significant 
increase in academic achievement of these students (Guisbond, Neill, & Shafer). 
It is important for all students to become proficient in reading by the end of third grade. 
According to the Education Commission (2011), students not reaching proficiency in reading by 
the end of third grade are more at-risk of becoming high school dropouts, which is a major factor 
in determining their socioeconomic status as adults (McPike, 2011). These students are less 
likely to be successful in the labor market and are less likely to pursue a post-secondary 
education. 
The Literature 
The review of literature focused on literacy and its impact on specific races of people. 
The literature focused on the impact of literacy on African American males, African American 
females, Hispanic males and Hispanic females. The research focused on seven major sections: 
(a) the importance of reading, (b) the impact of lack of literacy on African American males, (c) 
the impact of lack of literacy on African American females, (d) the impact of lack of literacy on 
Hispanic males, (e) the impact of lack of literacy on Hispanic females, (f) legislative 
accountability, and (g) literacy intervention strategies. 
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Importance of Reading 
 Literacy is important for the economic growth and development of nations (Black, 2012). 
A literate society is essential to a nation’s productivity and ability to compete with other nations 
(Foster & Beddie, 2005).  
 There is a strong correlation between literacy skills of an individual and the 
socioeconomic status of that individual (Arnbak, 2004; Ng, Bartlett, & Chester, 2013). Students 
from low socioeconomic backgrounds are prone to have poor literacy skills, which continues into 
adulthood and has an impact on their quality of life (Caro, 2009). An individual’s socioeconomic 
status has an effect on that individual’s ability to provide for themselves and their family. 
African American Males 
 African American males do not perform well in school, and life due to their poor literacy 
skills. Only 12% of African American males in the United States are proficient in literacy 
(Hodges & Pringle, 2013). To improve the literacy skills of African American males, educators 
must provide them with books that interest them or choose texts that are relevant to their lives 
(Wood & Jocius, 2013). The texts should enable African American males to move beyond a sole 
cognitive focus to include social, cultural, political, spiritual or an economic focus which is very 
important in literacy development (Tatum, 2006). 
 African American males learn when they are taught using people-oriented learning styles, 
such as cooperative learning (Wilson-Jones & Caston, 2004). Cooperative learning is defined as 
“a successful teaching strategy that team students in small groups, with different levels of ability, 
using a variety of learning activities to improve their understanding of a subject” (Wilson-Jones 
& Caston, 2004, p. 280). African American males are more successful academically when 
cooperative learning is used as the primary teaching style (Wilson-Jones & Caston, 2004). 
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African American Females 
 African American females have poor reading skills but they possess strong out-of-school 
literacy skills (Gibson, 2010). They are challenged to demonstrate literacy achievement but 
perform slightly higher than African American males and Hispanic males on national 
assessments. To improve literacy skills of African American females, teachers should provide 
them with texts that include their own cultural understandings and popular music or magazines to 
motivate them to read more of traditional literatures (Gibson, 2010). African American females 
need to construct meanings of themselves through literature (Muhammad, 2012). 
Hispanic Males 
 Traditional United States public schools could be a barrier that discourages the academic 
success of Hispanic males (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). The culture and structure of United States 
schools can be detrimental to the academic progress of Hispanic males (Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009). 
Literacy skills of Hispanic males can be improved if there is an increase in vocabulary 
knowledge and reading skills (Filippini, Gerber, & Leafstedt, 2012). Teachers should also 
provide Hispanic males with interventions in phonemic awareness and decoding skills early in 
the student’s educational career (Filippini et al., 2012). These students need early interventions in 
basic reading skills to be successful in school. 
Hispanic Females 
 Hispanic females are more likely to attend college than Hispanic males (Riegle-Crumb, 
2010). They are able to exhibit higher levels of academic preparation and articulate the 
importance of education when compared to Hispanic males (Riegle-Crumb, 2010). Hispanic 
females could be successful in school academically if educators provide them with educational 
services that meet their needs and provide them with a multicultural curriculum (Schwartz, 
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2001). The teacher should use cooperative learning as an instructional strategy to improve 
literacy skills of Hispanic females. 
Legislative Accountability 
The No Child Left Behind Act was developed and enacted in 2001 in an effort to improve 
literacy in the United States (Guisbond et al., 2012). The No Child Left Behind Act holds states 
and local educational agencies accountable for ensuring that all students in grades 3-8 are 
proficient in reading and math (Ed.gov, 2002). One purpose of the No Child Left Behind Act is 
to promote reading and literacy skills by implementing scientific-based programs to encourage 
reading (Forrest, 2004). Another purpose of the No Child Left Behind Act is to hold schools 
accountable for student achievement and improve student achievement across the nation 
(Randolph & Wilson-Younger, 2012).  
To be in compliance with the No Child Left Behind Act, the state of North Carolina 
implemented multiple choice end-of-grade tests that are administered to students in grades 3-8 in 
reading, math, and a science end-of-grade assessment for students in 5th and 7th grades. The 
reading, math, and science end-of-grade tests measure the achievement levels of students 
(Instruction, Assessment Brief: North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests, 2007). Developmental scale 
scores were constructed to determine individual student growth from grade level to grade level 
within a subject. Student proficiency is measured by achievement levels, which are used to group 
student “performance to standards based on what is expected in each subject at each grade level” 
(Public Schools of North Carolina, n.d.). Four achievement levels were developed to determine if 
students were proficient in reading, math and science. In 2014, the North Carolina State Board of 
Education adopted college-and-career readiness Academic Achievement Standards for the End-
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of-Grade test. There are now five achievement levels rather than four. The descriptors for the 
five achievement levels include language that includes college and career readiness. 
• Level 1 – Student has limited command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards for literature, limited command of informational text, 
and limited command of language when determining the meaning of a word. 
• Level 2 – Student has partial command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards for literature, partial command of informational text, 
and partial command of language when determining he meaning of a word. 
• Level 3 – Student has sufficient command of grade-level knowledge and skills 
contained in the Common Core State Standards for literature; student is ready for the 
next grade level. 
• Level 4 – Student has solid command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards in literature, has solid command of informational text, 
has solid command of language when determinig the meaning of a word. 
• Level 5 – Student has superior command of the knowledge and skills contained in the 
Common Core State Standards in literature, has superior command of informational 
text. 
Literacy Interventions 
 To improve the literacy skills of students who are not proficient in reading, educators 
should implement intervention instruction. The intervention should be specialized to meet the 
needs of the individual student. One strategy educators use to improve literacy skills for students 
who are deficient in reading is pull-out intervention. Reading Recovery, Reading Mastery, and 
Corrective Reading are three literacy pull-out intervention programs that are implemented by 
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educators to improve literacy skills of students who are at-risk of reading failure. Reading 
Mastery is a supplemental pull-out resource that is administered in one-on-one sessions or in 
small group sessions of no more than six students (Clearinghouse, 2007). Reading Recovery 
lessons are created to meet the needs of the students, focusing on phonemic awareness, phonics, 
vocabulary, writing and comprehension depending on the skills the student needs to be 
successful in reading (Clearinghouse, 2013). Reading Mastery is a pull-out intervention program 
that is designed to provide direct, explicit instruction to improve students’ literacy skills in 
phonemic awareness, letter recognition, segmenting words into sounds, blending sounds into 
words, decoding, and comprehension (Clearinghouse, 2006; Clearinghouse, 2012). Reading 
Mastery integrates comprehension and decoding strategies creating a successful reading 
intervention (Grossen, 2014). The creators of the program incorporated all the features of an 
effective reading program which makes Reading Mastery the most effective reading program for 
struggling readers (Grossen, 2014). Corrective Reading is a literacy pull-out intervention 
program that promotes reading accuracy, fluency, and comprehension (Clearinghouse, 2010; 
Hempenstall, 2008). Corrective Reading is designed to help students with word identification, 
build reading rate and fluency, and improve comprehension (McDaniel, Duchaine, Jolivette, & 
University, 2010). What Works Clearinghouse was not able to determine the effectiveness of 
Corrective Reading because there were not enough research based studies for Corrective Reading 
that met evidence standards for What Works Clearinghouse (Clearinghouse, 2007; 
Clearinghouse, 2010). 
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Problem Statement 
 Third grade at-risk students in Wilson County are not reading at or above grade level at 
the end of their respective third grade academic year on the third grade North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test. 
Problem of Practice 
 Third grade at-risk students in Wilson County Schools continuously perform below the 
state average on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test. In an effort to increase 
proficiency scores for third grade at-risk students in reading, the Wilson County school district 
implemented a literacy pull-out intervention program for third grade students who are at-risk of 
not being proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment. The students who 
participated in the literacy pull-out intervention program continue to perform below the state 
average on the North Carolina End-of-Grade reading assessment. The researcher sought to 
determine if the literacy pull-out intervention program made an impact on academic performance 
of third grade at-risk students. 
Study Design 
Design 
 Program evaluation was determined to be the most appropriate design and included both 
qualitative and quantitative data. Program evaluation is the systematic method for collecting, 
analyzing, and using information to answer questions about projects, policies, and programs, 
particularly about their effectiveness and efficiency when evaluating a program (Fitzpatrick et 
al., 2012).  For this study, the objectives-oriented evaluation approach was identified as being the 
most appropriate to answer the study questions. The objectives-oriented approach has been used 
to determine success or failure of a program and to serve as a foundation for improvements, 
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maintenance, or termination of the program (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). The purpose of the 
objectives-oriented approach is to determine if the goals of the program were achieved. 
 The study used both quantitative and qualitative data tools to best organize the data 
collection process. Student participants were third grade at-risk students who participated in the 
literacy pull-out intervention program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. Principal and 
teacher participants were randomly chosen to participate in the study. Principals and teachers 
who participated in the study were stakeholders from elementary schools in Wilson County that 
implemented the literacy pull-out intervention program. 
Processes 
 It was determined, to use Wilson County Public Schools as the LEA to conduct the 
problem of practice. Permission for participating in the study was granted by the superintendent 
of the LEA.  The researcher collected and organized the principal participant data, teacher 
participant data, and the student test score data. The student participant’s socioeconomic status 
data was sent to the researcher without student names to ensure student confidentiality.  
Data Collection and Analysis 
 The student data,  were third grade Beginning-of-Grade Reading developmental scale 
scores and third grade End-of-Grade Reading developmental scale scores for the 2013-2014 
academic school year. The student developmental scale scores were converted to achievement 
level scores using criteria set forth by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction.  
 The purpose of the implementation of the literacy pull-out intervention program to 
include third grade at-risk students was to improve reading proficiency of these students on the 
the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment. With the implementation of the program, 
the third grade at-risk students who participated in the literacy pull-out intervention program 
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continue to perform below the state proficiency level on the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
reading assessement for the 2013-2014 academic school year (see Figure 4). Only 41.1% of the 
third grade at-risk students in Wilson County Schools were proficient in reading on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade reading test at the end of the 2013-2014 academic school year. A little 
more than 60% of third grade students  in North Carolina were proficient in reading at the end of 
the 2013-2014 academic school year. Academic achievement in reading for third grade at-risk 
students in Wilson County Schools improved from the 2012-2013 to the 2013-2104 academic 
school year, but decreased from the 2011-2012 academic school year.  
Participant Demographics 
The total number of student participants in the literacy pull-out intervention program for 
the 2013-2014 academic school year was 156. Of the 156 student participants, 62 were African 
American males, 50 were African American females, 24 were Hispanic males and 24 were 
Hispanic females. The students selected to participate in the literacy pull-out intervention 
program based on their Reading 3D TRC (text reading comprehension) level and their DIBELS 
score. 
The total number of teacher participants in the study was ten, which included five third 
grade classroom teachers and five literacy teachers. Three elementary school principals also 
participated in the study. 
Student Proficiency 
Developmental scale scores were collected by the researcher using the 2013-2014 North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment results. The developmental scale scores were 
converted into achievement levels, which were used to group student “performance to standards 
based on what is expected in each subject at each grade level” (Public Schools of North Carolina,   
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Figure 4.  3rd Grade reading proficiency 2009-2014 as measured by NC EOG. 
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n.d.). Students who score a level 1 or 2 on the end-of-grade assessments are considered not 
having sufficient mastery of knowledge and skills in this subject area to be successful at the next 
grade level or are minimally prepared to be successful at the next grade level. Students who 
score a level 3 or 4 on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment are considered to be 
prepared for the next grade level. 
There were 156 students who participated in the literacy pull-out intervention program 
for the 2013-2014 academic school year. According to the data, 43 of the student participants 
scored a level 3 or 4 on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment for the 2013-2014 
academic school (see Table 6). In essence only, 28% of the students who participated in the 
study were considered to be prepared for the next grade level. The remaining 72% of students 
who participated in the study were considered not be prepared for the next grade level. 
Study Questions 
Four study questions were addressed in this study. The study questions were identified in 
four categories: (a) African American males, (b) African American females, (c) Hispanic males, 
and (d) Hispanic females.  
Study Question One 
 Student developmental scale scores and achievement levels were examined to determine 
if African-American male third grade at-risk students were proficient in reading for the 2013-
2014 academic school year.  Thus, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact North Carolina 
End-of-Grade Reading test scores for African-American male third grade at-risk students? 
 The literacy pull-out intervention did not impact North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test scores for African-American male third grade at-risk students. African-American male third  
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Table 6 
2014 NC EOG Achievement Level Results 
 
Achievement 
Level 
African American 
Male 
African American 
Female 
Hispanic 
Male 
Hispanic 
Female 
 
Total 
      
Level 1 24 16 6 5 51 
      
Level 2 17 24 10 11 62 
      
Level 3 12 5 2 3 22 
      
Level 4 9 5 2 5 21 
      
Level 5 0 0 0 0 0 
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grade at-risk students scored a Level 2 and were not proficient on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test. 
Study Question Two 
 Student developmental scale scores and achievement levels were examined to determine 
if African-American female third grade at-risk students were proficient in reading for the 2013-
2014 academic school year. Thus, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact North Carolina 
End-of-Grade Reading test scores for African-American female third grade at-risk student? 
 The literacy pull-out intervention did not impact North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test scores for African-American female third grade at-risk students. African-American female 
third grade at-risk students scored a Level 2 and were not proficient on the North Carolina End-
of-Grade Reading test. 
Study Question Three 
Student developmental scale scores and achievement levels were examined to determine 
if Hispanic male third grade at-risk students were proficient in reading for the 2013-2014 
academic school year.  Thus, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test scores for Hispanic male third grade at-risk students? 
 The literacy pull-out intervention did not impact North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test scores for Hispanic male third grade at-risk students. Hispanic male third grade at-risk 
students scored a Level 2 and were not proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test. 
Study Question Four 
Student developmental scale scores and achievement levels were examined to determine 
if Hispanic female third grade at-risk students were proficient in reading for the 2013-2014 
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academic school year.  Thus, did the literacy pull-out intervention impact North Carolina End-of-
Grade Reading test scores for Hispanic female third grade at-risk students? 
 The literacy pull-out intervention did not impact North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test scores for Hispanic female third grade at-risk students. Hispanic female third grade at-risk 
students scored a Level 2 and were not proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test. 
Conclusions 
Conclusions derived from this study were based on the data analyzed from the 
proficiency scores of the 2013-2014 Fall administration of the third grade North Carolina 
Beginning-of-Grade Reading test and the proficiency scores of the 2014-Spring administration of 
the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test. The following four conclusions were 
drawn:  
1. The literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact proficiency of third grade 
African-American male at-risk students who participated in the program.  
There were 62 African American males who participated in the literacy pull-out 
intervention program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. Of the 62 African-American male 
students who participated in the literacy pull-out intervention program, 24 scored a Level 1, 17 
scored a Level 2, 12 scored a Level 3, and 9 scored a Level 4 on the North Carolina Third Grade 
End-of-Grade Reading test. They averaged a 425 developmental scale score on the North 
Carolina Beginning-of-Grade Reading test for the 2013-2014 school year. Those same students 
averaged a 434 developmental scale score on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test at 
the end of the 2013-2014 school year. African American males averaged 9 points growth from 
the beginning of the school year to the end of the school year. The African American at-risk 
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males, on average, scored a Level 1 and were not proficient as a group on the North Carolina 
Beginning-of-Grade Reading test. The student’s average achievement level on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test was a Level 2. 
2. The literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact proficiency of third grade 
African-American female at-risk students who participated in the program.  
There were 50 African-American female third grade at-risk students who participated in 
the literacy intervention pull-out program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. Of the 50 
African-American female students who participated in literacy pull-out intervention program, 16 
scored a Level 1, 24 scored a Level 2, 5 scored a Level 3, and 5 scored a Level 4 on the North 
Carolina Third Grade Reading End-of-Grade test. They averaged a 425 developmental scale 
score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade reading test and a 434 developmental scale 
score on the North Carolina End-of-Grade reading test for the 2013-2014 school year. The 
students averaged 9 points growth from the beginning of the year assessment and the end of year 
assessment. The students averaged a Level 1 on the third Beginning-of-Grade reading test and 
averaged a Level 2 on the third grade End-of-Grade reading test. The students were not 
considered proficient according to North Carolina state standards on the North Carolina 
Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment nor were they proficient on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade assessment (see Table 4). The literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test results for African American female third grade at-risk 
students. 
3. The literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact proficiency of third grade 
Hispanic male at-risk students who participated in the program.  
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Twenty Hispanic male at-risk students participated in the literacy pull-out intervention 
program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. Of the 20 Hispanic males who participated in 
the literacy pull-out intervention program, 6 scored a Level 1, 10 scored a Level 2, 2 scored a 
Level 3, and 2 scored a Level 4 on the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test. 
They averaged a 424 developmental scale score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-Grade 
Reading assessment and a 433 developmental scale score on the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading assessment for the 2013-2014 school year. The Hispanic male at-risk population 
averaged 9 points growth from the beginning of the year assessment to the end of year 
assessment. The students averaged a Level 1 development scale score on the North Carolina 
Beginning-of-Grade Reading assessment and a Level 2 on the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading assessment (see Table 4). Although the students made academic growth for the year, the 
students did not reach proficiency by the end of the 2013-2014 school year, therefore the literacy 
pull-out intervention strategy did not impact North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test results 
for Hispanic male third grade at-risk students.  
4. The literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact proficiency of third grade 
Hispanic female at-risk students who participated in the program.  
Twenty-four at-risk Hispanic females participated in the literacy pull-out intervention 
program for the 2013-2014 academic school year. Of the 24 Hispanic female at-risk students 
who participated in the literacy pull-out intervention program, 5 scored a Level 1, 11 scored a 
Level 2, 3 scored a Level 3, and 5 scored a Level 4 on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading 
test.  The students averaged a 425 developmental scale score on the North Carolina Beginning-
of-Grade Reading assessment and averaged a 436 developmental scale score on the North 
Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment for the 2013-2014 school year. The average 
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developmental scale score growth for the Hispanic female at-risk student population was 10 
points growth for the 2013-2014 school year. The Hispanic female at-risk population made the 
most growth out of the four groups that participated in the study. The Hispanic females also had 
the highest developmental scale score on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading assessment. 
The Hispanic females averaged a Level 1 proficiency score on the North Carolina Beginning-of-
Grade Reading assessment and a Level 2 proficiency score the North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading assessment for the 2013-2014 school year (see Table 4). On average, the Hispanic 
female population who participated in the study did not meet proficiency in reading for the 2013-
2014 school year. The literacy pull-out intervention strategy did not impact North Carolina End-
of-Grade Reading test results for third grade at-risk Hispanic female students. 
Although principals’ and teachers’ perception of the literacy pull-out intervention 
program is that the program is effective, student proficiency of the third grade at-risk students on 
the North Carolina End-of-Grade Reading test did not meet the state proficiency average for 
third grade at-risk students. Therefore, the literacy pull-out intervention program did not impact 
proficiency of third grade at-risk students on the third grade North Carolina End-of-Grade 
Reading test. 
Recommendations 
The researcher has reason to believe that the literacy pull-out intervention program could 
have made an impact on student proficiency on the North Carolina Third Grade End-of-Grade 
Reading assessment if the teachers had knowledge of how to administer effective interventions 
and if the teachers had knowledge of how to analyze the intervention data. The teachers in 
Wilson County Schools were not trained to administer Tier 1, Tier 2 or Tier 3 interventions to 
improve student achievement. The district does not provide professional development on 
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providing effective interventions for students who are at-risk of failing. The district does expect 
teachers to provide interventions, but has not provided any guidance on how to implement 
interventions during pull-out or in the regular classroom. Teacher education programs do not 
train student teachers how to administer effective interventions or how to recognize what 
interventions are needed for a student who is failing reading.  
There is also the possibility that teachers do not know how to teach reading effectively. 
Educators spend a majority of their time discussing effective instruction, but have not devised a 
plan to ensure that teachers have the knowledge needed to provide students with effective 
instruction.  
 Based upon the findings and conclusions of this study, the following nine 
recommendations were made. 
1. A universal screener should be given at the beginning of the school year to determine 
student strengths and weaknesses.  
 It is important for teachers to know the academic strengths and weaknesses of students at 
the beginning of the academic school year. Individual interventions to address student 
weaknesses should begin early in the academic school year to “fill” the gaps the student has in 
literacy to ensure academic success for the student.  
2. Student data from the previous year should be used to select students to participate in 
the literacy pull-out intervention program at the beginning of the school year.  
 The students should not be placed into the program three weeks after the school year 
begins because instructional time has been lost. That lost time should have been used to 
implement individualized interventions for the students to improve academic achievement of the 
students The data collected from the universal screener administered at the beginning of the 
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academic school year should be used to make adjustments to the student intervention group once 
the data is analyzed. 
3. Interventions should be implemented based on student weaknesses. The interventions 
should be differentiated to meet the individual needs of the students. 
 The interventions should be individualized and tailored to meet the individual needs of 
the student. If the interventions address the weaknesses of individual students, the students are 
more apt to be successful in school. 
4. Students in the literacy pull-out intervention program should remain in the program 
for at least 20 weeks. 
The students need to have consistency in the literacy pull-out intervention program to be 
successful. Once the students are making progress and their individual needs are being met, the 
students will begin to be successful in the classroom. The students should remain in the program 
to build a strong, solid foundation in reading. 
5. Interventions should include a combination of phonics, phonemic awareness, 
comprehension, and reading levels. 
The interventions should focus on the individual needs of the students. Phonics, 
phonemic awareness, comprehension, and reading levels are all important to the success of 
students. The literacy teacher should not isolate the interventions because the student is expected 
to be able to read and comprehend grade level text and be proficient on the North Carolina Third 
Grade Reading End-of-Grade test. 
6. Provide professional development to teach teachers how to provide effective 
interventions to students who are at-risk of failing reading. 
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 Classroom teachers do not know which interventions to implement to improve literacy 
skills of students who are not on grade level. The school and school district should provide 
professional development to provide teachers with strategies and effective interventions that will 
meet the academic needs of at-risk students. The teachers will be more confident and 
knowledgeable about how to help and improve literacy skills of at-risk students. 
7. Provide professional development to teach teachers how to teach reading effectively 
to improve student achievement. 
 Many teachers do not know how to teach reading to at-risk students. The school and 
school district should provide professional development to teachers to teach them how to teach 
reading effectively. The students and teachers will benefit. 
8. Classroom teachers and literacy teachers should focus on the same basic reading 
skills. 
 Interventions should be an extension of classroom instruction. Classroom teachers and 
literacy teachers should collaborate weekly to create lessons that are an extension of skills that 
are taught in the classroom. Students who are in the literacy pull-out intervention program lack 
the basic reading skills that the students need to be successful academically therefore, it is 
important for the classroom teacher and literacy teacher to collaborate and focus on the same 
literacy skill so the student has every opportunity to have academic successful, 
9. Determine a threshold to determine effectiveness of the program. 
 District leaders should set a threshold (75% of students proficient on the North Carolina 
Third Grade End-of-Grade Reading test) to determine if the literacy intervention program made 
an impact on student proficiency. There must be a baseline to determine the effectiveness of the 
literacy intervention program and to determine if the program is worth keeping, should the 
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program be revamped to provide better results for students, or should the district do away with 
the literacy intervention program altogether.
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APPENDIX A: PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. What format do you use to assign students to the literacy pull-out program? 
2. What do you believe are the major assets of the literacy pull-out program in Wilson 
County?  
3. What do you believe are the major weaknesses of the literacy pull-out program in Wilson 
County? 
4. How do you assess the effectiveness of the literacy pull-out program? 
5. How is the literacy pull-out program an extension of classroom instruction? 
6. What are the expected outcomes of the literacy pull-out program? 
7. How are literacy teachers evaluated to determine their effectiveness in improving student 
achievement? 
8. What are some changes that need to be implemented to improve the effectiveness of the 
literacy pullout program? 
9. What challenges have you faced with the implementation of the literacy pull-out 
program? 
10. What is your impact on the literacy program in your building? 
11. What is your perspective of the external guidance on the literacy program? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
APPENIX B: TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. What criteria are used to select students to participate in the literacy pull-out intervention 
program? 
2. What strategies do you use to increase students’ literacy skills? 
3. What data is used to provide individualized, effective instruction for students? 
4. How do you assess student achievement? How often do you assess student achievement? 
5. What do you believe are the major assets of the literacy pull-out program? Major 
Weaknesses? 
6. How is the literacy program an extension of classroom instruction? 
7. What are some changes that need to be implemented to improve the effectiveness of the 
literacy pull-out program? 
8. What are the expected outcomes of the literacy pull-out program? 
9. What are some essential skills of an effective literacy teacher? 
10. How do you know that the literacy pull-out intervention is effective? 
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